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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Justice Kexewicn has so far disposed of his adjourned 
summonses that he will, on Tuesday the 27th inst., recommence 
the hearing of witness actions. 





On Wepyespay last all the courts rose at 3 o'clock, in order 


that the judges might attend a council of judges convened for 
that hour. 





Ir sxovtp be noted that while Mr. Justice Norra will be 
hearing witness actions in his own list during the fortnight 
begi on Tuesday, the 27th inst., the unopposed motions i 
cases assigned to that learned j will be heard by Me. 
Justice Currry on the Thursday in week, and the unopposed 
petitions on the Saturday in each week. 





Ir 1s anNouncED that the hearing of Final Appeals 
bi Presnell arg Binks oF 2 from da oy: 


with the exception that re terlocutory A: 
pin the paper on Wednesdays. i division of the court has at 
present sufficient cases to last for about a fortnight. i 


cases before Court of Appeal No. 1 rather increases than 
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Ir may not, perhaps, be generally known that the judges of 
both divisions of the Court of A) eve, fot eins tee 
made a practice of taking a whole holiday on Saturday. There 
probably never was a time when the occupants of high judici 
sr abandoned with so little scruple their duties on the bench. 
t is now a tly sufficient to justify absence that an address 
has to be delivered to a mechanics’ institute in the country. 





Ir 1s now the fashion, in 
county court judges, to give 
with #2 the Intest g 
one of the distingui 
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frequently to Y Cymwrodr. Thereby it will be manifested that 
you possess the inestimable qualification of knowing the Welsh 
language. Strangely enough, however, it appears from the 
Cambrian News that no great importance is attached to this 
qualification in the district of the new judge. It is stated that 
at the sitting on Saturday of the Aberystwith County Court 
two solicitors addressed Judge Berrsrorp, who is to be removed 
to an English circuit, to make room for the Welsh-speaking 


judge, asking him to ‘‘ make strong representations to the Lord | 


Chancellor to prevent the change from being made”’; and they 
were supported by a representative of the public. 





WE print elsewhere a set of new rules in lunacy which are 
to be known as the Rules in Lunacy, 1893, and are to come into 
operation on the Ist of July. The first deals with lunatics not 
so found by inquisition, with regard to the management and 
administration of whose property application is made under 
section 116 of the Lunacy Act, 1890. In future the masters are 
empowered, if they consider it desirable for the care of the 
person, or for the management of the estate, or otherwise in the 
interest of the alleged lunatic, to direct such person as they think 
fit to present a petition for an order for inquisition, and, in 
default, they may direct the petition to be presented by the 
official solicitor. Rule 2 replaces rule 14 of the rules of 1892, 
and increases the power of the masters with respect to the 
conduct of proceedings before them. Lord Justice Kay being 
now one of the judges in lunacy, it has apparentiy been 
discovered that proceedings under that jurisdiction require the 
aid of a masters’ “solicitor-baiting” rule. It is accordingly 
provided that where it appears to the masters that there is undue 
delay, or, if they are dissatisfied with the conduct of any 
proceedings or with the mode in which any order made or 
direction given by them is being carrried out, they may summon 
the person answerable before them and may make such order as 
the circumstances require. In addition they may appoint the 
official solicitor to act as solicitor in the matter in the place of 
the solicitors previously acting. Under rule 3 the official 
solicitor’s costs are to be paid by such parties or out of such 
funds as the masters direct. Clearly this is a most unduly 
extensive power to put into the hands of the masters, and one 
that may be so exercised as to cause great hardship. It assumes 
improper and negligent conduct on the part of solicitors, of 
which there is no evidence, and is a new development of a policy 
against which we have frequently protested. Rule 4 imposes 
upon every person appointed to act in the management or ad- 
ministration of an estate an obligation to give an undertaking 
to duly apply all moneys he receives and to give security, and 
rule 5 authorizes the chancery visitors on the request of the 
masters to visit and report as to persons with reference to whom 
or to whose estate an application is pending. The remainder of 
the rules make various minor changes. . 


Tue case of Sutherland y. Sutherland is doubtless an extreme 
one, but the decision of Romex, J., will not diminish the present 
tendency to rely as little as possible upon the powers of the 
Settled Land Acts. Purchasers and lessees ‘dealing in good 
faith with a tenant for life” are of course protected under 
section 54 of the Act of 1882, but good faith is a somewhat 
indefinite requirement, and, if the purchaser or lessee should 
not be able to establish it, he has a very heavy burden of proof 
cast upon him. In addition to shewing the adequacy of the 
purchase-money or rent, he must apparently be able to prove 
that the tenant for life has, under section 53, acted properly asa 
trustee for all the parties entitled under the settlement, and, 
according to the prevailing opinion, this lets in questions of the 
wishes and sentimental feelings of the remaindermen. Where 
the tenant for life and the intending purchaser or lessee are 
dealing with each other quite as strangers, and the transaction 
is purely a commercial one, the danger of the good faith of the 
purchaser or lessee being successfully impeached is perhaps not very 
great; but where the parties are on terms of intimacy with each 
other, so that it may be suspected that the motive of the tenant 
for life is to grant a favour, the case is different. Vroperl 


speaking, as Kourr, J., admitted, the motive of the tenant for | 1890. 
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life is not material provided he is acting within his statutory 


of this, the good faith of the latter is affected. This consideration 
was decisive of the present case. 
of SurHERLAND appears to have been to benefit his wife without 
regard to the interests of the persons entitled under the settle- 
ment, and as she knew this she could not shelter herself under 
her ‘‘ good faith.” It was incumbent upon her, therefore, to 
prove the adequacy of the rent, and that the persons entitled 
under the settlement were not in fact prejudiced, and in both 
points she failed. The further ground upon which Romer, J,, 
based his judgment, that a tenant for life cannot, save under 
section 10 of the Act of 1890, grant an easement over the park 
and lands usually occupied with the principal mansion-house, 
seems more open to doubt. Section 6 of the Act of 1882 ex- 
pressly confers on the tenant for life power to lease ‘‘ the settled 
land, or any part thereof, or any easement, right, or privilege of 
any kind over or in relation to the same.” Section 10 of the 
Act of 1890 excepts the principal mansion-house and the 
pleasure grounds and park and lands usually occupied therewith, 
and requires that these shall not be leased without the consent 
of the trustees or an order of the court. But if this exception is 
construed strictly, as it ought to be, it does not prohibit the 
letting of easements over the excepted property, nor does this 
seem to be necessary. Such an easement might be required for 
the advantageous letting of adjoining property, while, if, as in 
the present case, it was clearly hurtful to the principal mansion- 
house, the lessee must be aware of this, and he would not take 
it in good faith. 


Tuer pecision of Vavcnan Wiis, J., in Re Portsea Island 
Building Society deals with the difficult question of the 
law to be applied in the winding up of building societies, 
The difficulty is solely due to an omission in the Building 
Societies Act, 1874. That Act provides, by section 32, that 
societies registered under it may be wound up by the court— 
that is, by the county court (section 4)—and that general orders 
for regulating the proceedings of the court may be from time to 
time made; but it does not expressly incorporate the winding- 
up provisions of the Companies Acts. In pursuance, however, 
of the power to regulate procedure, rules were made applying to 
county courts the winding-up rules in force in the Chancery 
Division, and as these could not be worked save on the assump- 
tion that the Companies Acts applied also, it was supposed that 
those Acts were at the same time indirectly brought in, a sup- 
position to which some countenance was lent by the decision in 
Jones v. Swansea Cambrian Benefit Building Society (29 W. RB. 
382). More recently the County Court Rules of 1892 (rule 146, 
numbered as ord. 41, r. 9, of those of 1889) have purported to 
produce the same result directly by providing that the provi- 
sions of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, and the rules made 
thereunder, so far as they relate to winding up, shall apply to 
the winding up of building societies. But this easy way out of 
the difficulty is open to objection. The Companies Acts deal with 
much more than mere procedure, and it does not appear that the 
rule-making authority for county courts has any power thus to 
introduce them. Hence Vavenan Wit1iams, J., has declined 
to rely upon the rule of 1892, and has sought some surer ground 
for bringing in the provisions of the Acts. This he finds m 
the consideration adverted to by Linptzy, J., in the case above 
mentioned, that building societies could already be placed under 
the Companies Acts by the clauses in those Acts relating to 
industrial companies, and that hence the true effect of section 32 
of the Building Societies Act, 1874, was simply to substitute 
the county court for the Chancery Division. He thus re 
the Act of 1874 as implicitly incorporating the Companies Acts 
of 1862 and 1867, and Vavenan Witx1aMs, J., following on the 
same lines, regards it as applying to building societies all 
winding-up provisions for the time being in force in the Chan- 
cery Division. Hence he has held that ho has jurisdiction to 
hear a special case in the winding up of a building society 





stated under section 3 (3) of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 
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powers; but if in fact he is animated, not by a desire to do ™ 
what is best for the estate, but by motives of friendship or © 
affection, and the friend or relation he wishes to benefit is aware ~ 


The motive of the late Duke 4 
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Seervc THAT a contract registered under section 25 of the 
Companies Act, 1867, cannot absolve a shareholder who has 
paid part only of the nominal value of his shares from liability 
to pay the remainder—in other words, that shares cannot be 
issued at a discount (Ooregum Gold Mining Co. of India v. Roper, 
1892, A. OC. 125), it seems to follow a fortiori that shares cannot 
be issued free from payment altogether, and so the Court of 
Appeal have determined in Re The Hddystone Marine Insurance 
Co. (Limited) (ante, p. 559). wg ry | the company was a 
private company, the shares being held by a small number of 
persons, but, seer the increase its capital, it invited subscrip- 
tions for additional shares from the public. Previously to doing 
this it resolved to allot certain of the additional shares as fully 
paid up amongst the directors and pce | shareholders, and an 
agreement was entered into between the company and the 
allottees reciting that the company was indebted to the allottees 
for services rendered and expenses incurred by them in the 
formation of the company and in establishing its business. This 
agreement was fled with the registrar, and the allottees relied 
upon it as relieving them from liability in respect of the shares. 
Had there been any services rendered for which the company 
was liable to pay, the agreement might have served its purpose. 
“Not only,” said Lord Herscrern, in Ooregum Gold Mining Co. 
vy. Roper, ‘‘ may a share be allotted as fully paid up in respect 
of property, goods, or services received by the company, but the 
courts will not inquire into the adequacy of the consideration, 
and certainly have not required it to be proved that the con- 
sideration given was equivalent in cash value to the nominal 
amount of the share.” But it is essential to the application of 
this doctrine that there should be some consideration given, and 
it appeared in the present case that there never was in fact any- 
thing in the nature of payment for the shares. This being so, 
the filing of the contract was no protection. Section 25, it was 
held in the case just referred to, does not interfere with the 
principle that shares are taken subject to the liability to pay for 
them; it simply enforces the necessity for payment jn cash, 
unless by the registered contract some other form of payment 
has been agreed upon. But in every case there must be pay- 
ment, and, as the Court of Appeal held; it is impossible under 
the Companies Acts for a company to make a present of fully 
paid-up shares to its shareholders. 





Tue case of Re R. A, Stuart (ante, p. 527) is an instance 
of the hardship which may arise from an imperfectly drafted 
statute. A solicitor was instructed by a client to represent 
her upon the taxation of the costs of certain proceedings in 
lunacy. At his client’s request, and before the bill of costs 
had been delivered, he entered into a written agreement with 
her, by the terms of which his remuneration was fixed at a 
moderate percentage upon the amount which should be taxed 
off. When the bill was delivered it was found to include lar, 
items in respect of refresher fees at fifty guineas a day to the 
eminent leading counsel who had been engaged in the case. 
These refresher fees were reduced upon taxation to ten guineas 
a day, the highest amount which can be allowed for refresher 
fees under R.8.C., ord. 65, r. 27 (48) ; and this reduction would 
no doubt have been made if the services of the solicitor had not 
been employed. The master, to whom the solicitor applied 
under section 4 of the Solicitors Act, 1870, to allow the agree- 
ment, held that it was fair and reasonable, but the judge in 
chambers, upon an application made to him under sections 8 and 9 
of the same Act, declared the agreement void, and this view was 
upheld by the Divisional Court. The sole ground upon which 
the court came to this conclusion was that the solicitor ought to 
have borne in mind, when the agreement was forced upon him 
by his client, that (having regard to the eminence of the counsel 
engaged in the case) excessive refresher fees would be charged, 
and that these must necessarily be taxed down to the prescribed 
limit, whereby his percentage would be largely increased. 
Apart from this, the leatedl judges were evidently of opinion 
that the agreement was unexceptionable, and, the solicitor 
waiving his right to the percentage on the amount taxed off the 
refresher fees, they would have been willing, if they had the 
power, to allow the agreement to stand as to the amount taxed 
off the remainder of the bill. But the language of the Act 





prevented them from arriving at this just result. Had the 
court been dealing with a case referred to them by the master 
under section 4 of the Act, they would have had power to 
“* reduce the amount payable under the t, or to order the 
agreement to be cancelled.” Under sections 8 and 9—the sec- 
tions under which the client may bring the agreement before the 
court—the only power of the court, if the terms of the 

ment shall not be deemed fair and reasonable, is to dévlare it 
void altogether, and to order it to be given up to be can- 
celled. It is difficult to see any reason for this distinction in the 
powers exercisable by the court upon applications made under 
section 4 and applications made under sections 8 and 9, and the 
omission in the later sections of a power to vary seems to prevent 
the court from doing justice in a case like Re R. A. Stuart, where 
absolutely no mala fides on the part of the solicitor existed, and a 
variation was all that was required to make the agreement fair 
and reasonable to both parties. 





Tne case of Pattle v. Anstruther (ante, p. 543) appears to 
involve a very clear application of the doctrine established by 
Rossiter v. Miller (26 W. R. 865, 3 App. Cas. 1124). The point 
relates to the sufficiency of the description of the parties to a 
contract where a memorandum of the contract in writing is 
required under the Statute of Frauds. In Rossiter vy. Miller 
Lord Carrns, C., pointed out that it was a frequent practice for 
contracts for the sale of land to be made on behalf of persons 
who were only described generally as owners or mortgagees, and 
he held that this was justifiable on the ground that “ td certum 
est quod certum reddi potest.” So in Potter v. Duffield (22 W. R. 
585, L. R. 18 Eq. 4) Jessex, M.R., had said that the statute 
would be satisfied if the parties were sufficiently described, so 
that their identity could not be aT disputed. ‘‘It requires,” 
he said, ‘‘the parties to be described in such a manner as that 
there can be no fair or reasonable dispute as to the who 
is selling or buying.” Hence it has been consid that when 
a person is descri as “owner,” “proprietor,” or “ mort- 
gagee,”’ this so connects him with jw ge es that his identity 
may be taken to be sufficiently pointed out. When, however, 
he is described by the agent ing the contract simply as 
‘‘vendor” or as his “client” or “friend,” this is i ent. 
To ascertain who is referred to by such expressions it will be 
necessary to have recourse to parol evidence, and this, as Jxsszx, 
M.R., remarked in Potter v. Duffield, is exactly what the Act 
says shall not be decided by parol evidence. It is true, indeed, 
that parol evidence may be required to establish the identity 
even when the vendor is described as owner. Who is the owner 
will usually appear from the deeds, but not where a title is 
merely ry. At any rate, however, the inquiry no 
takes the general form, Who is the vendor? but the 
form, Who is the owner of the property? The former is a 
uestion for the answer to which the contract itself must furnish 
the materials; the latter is one the answer to which will be 
found in the circumstances of the property. In the present case 
of Pattle v. Anstruther the contract was a contract to execute a 
mortgage, and the memorandum in nie referred to the mort- 
simply as the proposed “lender.” It is clear that such a 
escription furnishes to the other party no information by which 
the mortgagee could be identified. Consequently the memoran- 
dum was insufficient. 








The following are the arrangements made by the judges, Lawrance and 
Kennedy, 73. tor the Summer Assizes on the Northern Circuit :—The 


commissions will be opened at A y on Th , June 29; at 
Carlisle, on Saturday, July 1; Eh on , July ie 


Manchester, on , July 11; and at Li , on Tuesday, July 
Civil business will commence at Appleby, on , June 30, as soon as 
the criminal business (if any) is of; at Carhsle, on Tuesday, 
July 408 OS) | ere , July 8, at 11; at Manchester, 
on Wednesday, July 12, at 11; and at a on Wednesday, July A 
at 11, unless otherwise ordered. The 
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THE LIABILITY OF VALUERS AND SURVEYORS. 


Ir has been for some time recognized that the decision of 
Curry, J., in Cann v. Wilson (37 W. R. 23, 39 Ch. D. 39) is 
inconsistent with Peck v. Derry (38 W. R. 33, 14 App. Cas. 337), 
and in Scholes vy. Brook (35 Soxtcrrors’ Journat, 208, 63 L. T. 
837) Romer, J., said that it could no longer be considered as 
an authority. This view has now been adopted by the Court of 
Appeal in Le Lievre and Dennes v. wwe Bg W. R. 468), and 
Cann v. Wilson has been definitely overruled. 

The question at issue relates to the liability of valuers and 
others who give certificates upon the faith of which money is 
advanced. Ordinarily, of course, the person advancing the 
money — his own valuer, and then for any negligence in 

i e certificate he has a remedy arising out of the 
contractual relation between the parties. This, as the law is 
now settled, is the only safe course. But it has been contended, 
and in Cann v. Wilson it was decided, that, where there is no 
contractual relation between the person advancing the money 
and the n giving the certificate on the faith of which it is 
advan yet by the issue of the certificate the parties are 
brought into such a relation with each other that an action for 
negligence will lie. 

ut for Peck v. Derry it would be natural to regard the case 
as one of fraudulent misrepresentation, and this was one of the 
grounds of the judgment in Cann v. Wilson, which was decided 
after Peck v. Davy kod been to the Court of Appeal, and before 
it had been to the House of Lords. Hence Curry, J., 
before him as an authoritative exposition of the law the dictum 
of Corron, L.J., that ‘‘where a man makes an untrue statement, 
with an intention that it shall be acted upon, without any 
reasonable ground for believing that statement to be true, he 
makes a default in a duty which was thrown upon him from 
the position he has taken upon himself, and he violates the 
right which those to whom he makes the statement have to 
have only true statements made to them.” Since, then, the 
learned judge found as a fact that the valuer of an. intending 
oe had —_ untrue statement as to the value of 

Property, without having any reasonable ground for makin 
it, he held that the valuer was liable to the Gavteneee for the 
loss which the latter had suffered. This, however, is no longer 
se since the decision of the House of Lords that actual 

ud is necessary to create liability under such circumstances, 
and so far as Cann v. Wilson was founded upon the decision of 
the Court of _— in Derry vy. Peck it has for some time been 
clearly overruled. 

But Cann v. Wilson was also supposed to be within the prin- 
ciple upon which the defendant was held liable in Heaven v. 
Pender (11 Q. B. D. 503), and upon this decision chiefly 
Currry, J., professed to base his judgment. Heaven v. Pender 
is a case of great importance in the law of negligence, and is 
interesting for the general principle of liability enunciated by 
Lord Esuen, M.R., as o to the narrower rule which alone 
Corrow and Bows, L.JJ., sanctioned, and which was sufficient 
for the determination of the case, but it does not seem to apply 
to a case of negligent misstatement. The defendant was the 
owner of a dock for the repair of ships, and he provided for use 
in the dock the necessary for painting the outside of 
the ship while in the dock. The plaintiff wasa workman in 
the employ of a ship painter who had entered into a contract 
with a shipowner ge the outside of a ship then lying in the 
dock. The plaintiff, for the purpose of the work, used the 
—- provided by the dock owner, but, the ropes by which it 
hay gg op ene | unfit for use, the stage fell and he was 
injured. It a that the condition of the ropes might 
have been ascertained by the dock owner’s servants had reason- 
ably careful attention been given to them. In the judgment of 
Corrtor, L.J., in which Bowen, L.J., concurred, it was said that 
when ships were received into the dock for repair, and were 

with stages for the execution of work u them, 
who came to do the work were there for Cadiees in 
h the dock owner was interested, and were, therefore, to be 
considered as “‘ invited by the dock owner to ure the dock and 
all provided by the dock owner as incident to the use 
of dock.” Hence the dock owner was under an obligation 
to take reasonable care that such appliances, when intended for 


i 


E 








immediate use, were in a fit state to be used; in such a state, 
that is, as not to expose those who might use them for the repair 
of a ship to any danger or risk not necessarily incident to the 
service in which they were employed. The judgment, therefore, 
was based on the principle that anyone who invites others to 
come upon his premises for the purpose of his business, and to 
use the appliances provided for the business, is bound to use 
reasonable care to secure persons accepting the invitation from 
injury. 

So far there does not appear to be any ground whatever for ap 

plying Heaven v. Pender to a state of circumstances so very differ- 
ent as those which were under consideration in Cann v. Wilson. 
But Lord Esuer laid down the broader proposition that “ when- 
ever one person is by circumstances placed in such a position with 
regard to another that everyone of ordinary sense who did think 
would at once recognize that if he did not use ordinary care and 
skill in his own conduct with regard to those circumstances he 
would cause danger of injury to the person or property of the 
other, a duty arises to use ordinary care and skill to avoid such 
danger.” This of course is very general. It does not attempt to 
define or limit in any way the relation between the parties. It is 
enough that one is placed. in such a position that he can see that 
if he does not use ordinary care and skill he may cause injury to 
the person or property of the other. Bat, wide as it is, it must 
receive a very liberal construction{to make it applicable to the 
case of loss of money through reliance upon an incorrect certificate. 
In a sense such loss is an injury to the ‘‘ property ” of the person 


had | advancing money. The money thus advanced together with all 


other his goods and effects constitute his personal property. But 
it is not with property in this sense that Lord Esnxr’s dictum in 
Heaven vy. Pender was concerned. The property must be such 
that a physical injury can be done to it, and it is only for such 
physical injury that damages can be given on the authority of 
that case. This obvious construction is the one which Lord 
Esner has now attributed to it in Le Lievre and Dennes v. Gould 
(supra). There is, he says, a ‘‘legal relationship between two 
ersons if of so contiguous a character that if one behaves care- 
essly he may do the other or his property a physical injury, 
and there is thus a duty to take reasonable care not to infringe 
upon him or his property so as to cause an injury.” Upon 
similar lines Bowen, L.J., adopting the law laid down by Romer, 
J., in Scholes v, Brook (supra), caaliede the liability for injury, 
apart from contract, to cases of invitation and the negligent use 
of dangerous chattels. ‘It is as plain as dayjight that the 
owner of a chattel—say a horse or , & chattel of such a 
character that if it be used carelessly it will injure someone— 
is bound to be careful. Exactly the same duty exists on the 
part of the owner of premises, if he knows them to be danger- 
ous and people come there by his permission, and the reason 
that the “4 is imposed upon him is that he has the conduct of 
things which he knows that people are going and have the right 
to use.” But a oz as to the oe | of land or other 
, however much damage may result from its inaccuracy, 
ys yg Hoar bd chattel, and it can do no physical injury to 
the property of any person. The damage it does cause, there- 
fore, is quite outaide the principle of Heaven v. Ponder (supra). 
In such cases as Cann v. Wilson, Scholes v. Brook, and Le Inevre 
and Dennes ¥. Gould the plaintiff does not complain, indeed, of 
any injury to his property; he complains that he has been 
foheaaned to his loss by a false certificate. But the right which 
he thus sets up, and for the violation of which he sues, is quite 
different to the right recognized in Heaven vy. Pender. A person 
has a right to security for himself and his physical pesperay 
and may recover for injury caused by the direct interference or 
by the negligence of others; and as to meangeee this appears 
to result in such cases as Heaven vy. Pender a Bg becigec. 
im upon a man of coming in contact wi is fellow men 
yp ah in co-operation with them. It is impossible for 
every one who uses a tool or appliance, as in Heaven v. Pender, 
or a manufactured article, as in George v. Skivington (L. BR. 
5 Ex. 1), to test their safety, and he must rely upon the 
care of those by whom such things are prepared and offered for 


his use. ee ly it has been suggested as the correct test 
of the liability paw ry os such cases ay vg plaintiff 
was justified in re u ue discharge by the defendant 
of his duty without farther inquiry (Beven on Negligence, p. 
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54). But there is no such urgent need to absolve persons from 
the duty of inquiring for themselves into the correctness of 
matters which influence their conduct. They are entitled to be 
protected — fraud, and, of course, from such interference 
as detracts from their freedom of action, but otherwise they act 
at their own risk, and it is for them to satisfy themselves that 
the information upon which they act is correct. 

So far, then, as the judgment of Currry, J., in Cann v. Wilson 
was based upon the principle of Heaven v. Pender, it appears to 
have been incorrect, and to this effect the Court of Ap 
have now decided. The same result, indeed, follows from 
Derry v. Peek (supra), for, if the principle of Heaven v. Pender 
applied to a false certificate negligently given by a surveyor, 
it would seem to apply also to a false prospectus negligently 
issued by a director. Derry v. Peek, therefore, overruled in- 
directly the first of the judgment of Carrry, J., just as it 
pone. A directly the second part. The result is, that a 
certificate of value, as in Cann v. Wilson and Scholes v. Brook, 
or of work done, as in Le Lievre and Dennes v. Gould, is of no 
value to the person relying upon it unless made in pursuance of 
a contract on which he is entitled to sue. The ce of his 
being able, in the event of inaccuracy, to recover on the ground 
of fraud is, of course, very slight. 








EXPRESS APPOINTMENT OF EXECUTORS. 
II. 
We considered last week the decisions with regard to the means 


to be adopted in order to ascertain who are meant by inaccurate P 


or insufficient names or descriptions of executors. It should be 
added that if it cannot be ascertained with reasonable cer- 
tainty by any of these means who is red cog intended to be 
appointed executor, the appointment will be void for uncer- 
tainty (In bonis Sawtell, 1862, 2 Sw. & Tr. 448). 

In other cases difficulty as to the appointment of executors may 
arise from apparently inconsistent appointments in successive 
unrevoked testamentary instruments. As to this the rule is, that 
where two or more instruments are admitted to probate, and 
executors are named in each, all the executors named are allowed 
to join in taking probate, unless the appointment of any of them 
has been expressly revoked, or the terms of the latest appoint- 
ment make it inconsistent that all should be as 
executors (Jn bonis Lloyd, 1872, Ir. R. 6 Eq. 348, 349; In bonis 
Graham, 1863, 3 Sw. & Tr. 69). The chief question has, of 
course, been, what%expressions of intention are sufficient to shew 
an inconsistency. The mere reappointment in a second will, 
dealing only with a portion of the testator’s property, of one of 
the executors of the prior will, with a new co-executor, will not 
operate as a revocation of the appointment of executors in the 
prior will (in bonis Matthew Lees, 1868, 2 Sw. & Tr., at p. 444) ; 
and, d fortiori, the execution of a second will disposing of all the 
testator’s property, but not appointing executors, will not revoke 


an appointment of executors in the first will (Jn bonis Griffith, | consid 


1872, 2 P. & D. 457). Nor, where a person is appointed 
“sole” executor of a prior will, and another m is ap- 
pointed “sole” executor of a subsequent will, will the latter 
appointment revoke the former (Geaves v. Price, 1868, 3 Sw. & 

. 71). But, where more ms than one are Be pro 
executors by the prior will, and by the later will or cil one 


reon is appointed “sole” executor, the tog appointment will | ; 


e revoked (Jn bonis Lowe, 1864, 3 Sw. & Tr. 478; Jn bonis a 
ubi supra); but see Jn bonis Morgan, 36 L. J. P. & M. 64). 

ARREN, J., quaintly remarked in Jn bonis Lloyd, probate to the 
two executors named in the first will would “ be an intrusion on 
the solitude” of the ‘‘sole” executor subsequently appointed. 
Notwithstanding Jn bonis Morgan (ubi supra), it seems probable 
that, in all cases where the t will appoints executors or an 
executor simply, and the subsequent will appoints ‘“‘sole 
executors” or a “ sole executor,” the testator wi considered 
ey revoked the prior appointment (Jn bonis Baily, 1869, 1 

: . 628), 

An ceauiie variation occurred in Jn bonis Court (1862, 10 
W. R. 809, 31 L. J. P. & M. 61), where a testator appointed his 
wife and his son ‘‘as whole and sole exeoutrix.” Here the 
learned judge at first appeared to be puzzled but on counsel 





drawing his attention to the fact that the Malaprop 


former 
together. ; 
And, lastly, difficulty has arisen 
nomination of executors. It appears to be com t to a testa- 
tor to expressly declare in the body of his that the wit- 
nesses to the will shall be the executors (see th 
Sir J. P. Wixpz in Jn bonis Wood, 1868, 1 P. & D. . 
But where a testatrix left ‘‘ one sovereign each to the executor and 
witness of my will for their trouble,” and, wi 
executor in the body of her will, placed below her 
opposite the names of the attesting witnesses the words “ execu- 
tors and witnesses,” it was held that there was no appointment of 
executors; the language used was consistent with the executor and 
witness being different persons (Zéid., 1 P. & D. 556). The court 
hee retuned So give ost to on egpeiatnnet of erovatens woiian 
in the margin at right angles to body © wi 
proved to have been written prior to the execution of the 5 
on the ground that there was no signature at the foot of the 


386). There was in this 
words in the margin were intended to be 
so as to enable them to be treated as an interlineation, on the 
principle of Jn bonis Birt (1872, 2 P.& D. 214). The recent 
case of Jn bonis Greenwood (1892, P.7) shews the kind of cases 
in which this principle will be applied 
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clause were the words, 


might be included in the probate. 





LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


Sires FoR Puaces oF Worsuir.—The Places of ey oe 
Bill has passed through Committee in the House of Lords, con- 
siderable changes have been made in it. Under clause 3, as 
the Bill will extend to “‘the acquisition of sites for an 
chapel, or meeting house, or other place of Divine 
the residence of a minister iating i 
Clause 4 has been amended so as to 





has been read a second the House of Commons. 
Itis that the in the Sea Arbitration will be 
within the next after which the court will proceed to 
their award. 
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PRIDEAUX’S PRECEDENTS. 

PRIDEAUX’S PRECEDENTS IN CONVEYANCING. With DISSERTATIONS 
ON ITs LAW AND Practice. Firreentn Epirion. By JoHNn 
WHitTcomBE, Barrister-at-Law. Two Vols. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

Mr. Whitcombe, who has been joint editor of this work since 1863, 
is solely responsible for the present edition. There are_severai 
changes of arrangement and grouping, most of them in the direction 
of convenience. Thus the dissertations on conditions of sale and 
agreements have been consolidated into one head of ‘‘ Contracts for 
Sale,” and in the precedents the former heading ‘‘ Agreements ”’ has 
has been converted into ‘‘ Agreements for Sale,’’ the precedents not 
referring to sale being distributed among the heads to which they 
relate, or under the head “ Miscellaneous Instruments.” We think 
it will be found necessary hereafter to introduce a distinct heading 
for agreements in general. There is a remarkable lack of precedents 
of such agreements; and it strikes us that it would have been more 
generally useful to supply such lack than to collect into a distinct 
heading and largely supplement “Instruments relating to Regis- 
tered Land,” as is done at pp. 689-707 of the present edition. There 
is also a distinct head of ‘‘ Memorials’’ now introduced. We observe 
some new precedents here and there, and among them two useful 
forms, under the head of ‘‘ Partnership Deeds,”’ of ‘‘ Acknowledgment 
by executors of a deceased partner that the share of their testator in 
the partnership property has been satisfied,” and a similar acknow- 
ledgment by a retiring partner. The excellent dissertations have 
been carefally brought down to date and the indexes remodelled. 


STUDENT’S GUIDE TO PRIDEAUX. 
Tue STUDENT'S GUIDE TO PRIDEAUX’S CONVEYANCING. COMPRISING 
NOTES THEREON, TOGETHER WITH A SET OF TEST QUESTIONS AND 


EPITOMES OF THE FOLLOWING ACTS OF PARLIAMENT: THE VENDOR | 


AND PurcnASER Act, 1874; THE CONVEYANCING Acts, 1881, 1882, 

AND 1892; THE SETTLED LAND Acts, 1582, 1884, 1887, AND 1890; 

THE TRUSTEE Act, 1888; AND THE TRUST INVESTMENT AcrT, 1859. 

By Joun INDERMAUR, Solicitor. THirD EpiTion. George Barber. 

This is a capital handbook for the student to the dissertations in the 
last edition of Prideaux, condensing the statements, telling him 
exactly what to note and how most usefully to ‘‘ get up” the book. 
A set of ‘‘ test questions’ is added, and an epitome of statutes; and 
the book is interleaved throughout for additions from the student’s 
other reading. 


RAILWAY LAW. 
A MAnvat or Rattway Law. By Francis Monracu Preston, 
B.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Adam & Charles Black. 

This work is intended more for laymen than for lawyers, and forms 
one of a series of legal manuals destined to provide the public at 
large with popular and practical guides to the various branches of 
English law. The volume before us should take high rank in such a 
series, and its utility will, we think, be generally recognized. In 
an introduction of twenty-eight pages, which may be read with 
profit by all, the origin of railways is traced, their gradual establish- 
ment by statute indicated, the extraordinary and rapid development 
of our railway system demonstrated, and the course of railway legis- 
lation concisely and chronologically set forth. Moreover, even such 
subjects as railway amalgamation, the State acquisition of railways, 
and the conversion of broad gauge into narrow gauge, have not 
escaped the attention of the author, who wisely, however, does no 
more than briefly refer to them. So much for the introduction. The 
main body of the work is divided into sixteen chapters. Of these, 
the first six deal with the formation of a railway company, from the 
application for the special Act down to the actual, completion of the 
railway, while, in subsequent chapters, such eubjects as ‘‘ The Rights 
and Duties of Common Carriers,” ‘‘ Special Contracts,” ‘‘ Carriage of 
Passengers’ Luggage,”’ ‘‘ Undue Preference,” ‘‘ Rates and Tolls,” &c., 
&c., are adequately dealt with, and with as much freedom from 
technicality as is consistent with accuracy of statement. The chief 
provisions of the new Rates and Charges Provisional Order, applic- 
able exclusively to the London and North-Western Railway, are given 
in extenso in the appendix, where the principal points in which it 
varies from orders relating to other railway companies are also 
indicated. A serviceable index will be found at the end of the volume. 





ANNUAL DIGESTS. 
THe ANNUAL DicEstT or ALL THE REPORTED DECISIONS OF THE 
SvurerioOn Courts. InctupiInc A SELECTION From THE IRISH. 
Wirn A Cotuectrion or Cases Fottowep, DisTincvuisnEep, Com- 
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| is simply nugatory. 





MENTED ON, OVERRULED, OR QUESTIONED. AND REFERENCES TO 
THE STATUTES, ORDERS, AND RULES OF COURT DURING THE YEAR 
1892. By Jonn Mews, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


THE CoMPLETE ANNUAL DIGEST OF EVERY REPORTED CASE FOR THE 
YEAR 1892. Berne A DIGEST oF CasEs DECIDED BY THE HovusgE 
or Lorps AND Privy CounciIL, THE CouRT OF APPEAL, THE HicH 
CouRT OF JUSTICE, THE COURT OF BANKRUPTCY, THE COURT FOR 
Crown CASES RESERVED, THE RAILWAY COMMISSIONEKS, THE 
ELEcTION PETITION JUDGES, &cC. TOGETHER WITH A COPIOUS 
SELECTION FROM THE IRISH AND ScotcH REportTs, AND REFER- 
ENCES TO THE AMERICAN Reports, Edited by Mr. Registrar 
EmMpEN. Compiled by Herbert Tompson, M.A., LL.M., 
Barrister-at-Law, assisted by W. A. Brice, M.A., LL.M., 
Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


Mr. Mews, in the preface to his digest, refers to the prevailing 
tendency to report cases depending entirely upon the facts or upon 
the very special wording of a document. We have long been on the 
look out for some retired reporter from whoin we can extract a full 
and particular account of the mode in which the strange agreements 
which appear to be entered into between all the reporters of all the 
series of reports either to report or not to report a case are arrived at. 
If we could only capture the right man, we think we could ascertain 
some very curious facts. One reason for the prevailing tendency is 
pointed out by Mr. Mews: ‘‘ The decisions considered worthy of 
being reported fill [in the Law Reports] the same number of volumes, 
and almost the same number of pages, from year to year; the con- 
sequence is that many really unreportable cases are included as well 
as cases which purport to do no more than follow previous, and even 
quite recent, decisions.”” Then, when a case has appeared in the Zaw 
Reports the editors of the other reports have almost necessarily to 
draw the attention of the reporters to it, and so it goes into all the 
series. Mr. Mews’ digest retains all the features of excellent 
arrangement and conciseness of statement which always characterize 
it. 

Mr. Emden’s digest includes, besides the cases in the series of 
reports properly so called, the decisions given in the Weekly Notes, 
Times Law Reports, and_a selection of Irish, Scotch, and American 
cases. It is carefully edited and excellently printed. 


BOOKS RECEIVED. 


A Digest of Cases relating to the Construction of Buildings: the 
Liability and Rights of Architects, Surveyors, and Builders in Rela- 
tion Thereto. With Notes and an Appendix containing Forms of 
Pleadings, Building Agreements and Leases, and Conditions of Con- 
tracts; and some Unreported Cases. By Epwarp STANLEY ROSCcoEg, 
Barrister-at-Law. Third Edition. Reeves & Turner. 


An Outline of the Law relating to the Private Ownership of 
Railway Rolling Stock. By Henry J. Taynron, Solicitor. Horace 
Cox. 

Income Tax: How to Get it Refunded. By Atrrep CHAPMAN, 
Esq. Ninth Edition. Effingham Wilson & Co, 


The Law of Trading and other Companies Formed or Registered 
under the Companies Act, 1862. By EDwarp Manson, Barrister-at- 
Law. Second Edition, Revised. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
ASSIGNMENTS OF POLICIES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,— Referring to the letter from ‘‘ A Constant Reader” in your 
issue of the 17th inst., Ido not think the matter to which he refers 
has been the subject of a judicial decision, but I am in a position to 
say that the opinion of Sir Edward Clarke, to which he refers, has 
been confirmed by that of another equally eminent counsel, and is, I 
believe, in accordance with the regular practice of life assurance 
companies. 

I apprehend that the reason is, that, although the first assignment 
does not become fully effectual until duly stamped so as to enable the 
assignee to sue or give a receipt for the policy moneys, it is not void, 
and does in fact pass the property in the policy to the assignee. 

Consequently, the assignor has no property in the policy left in him 
which is capable of assignment, and the second assignment therefore 
W. W. PAINE. 
June 20. 

[With deference, we venture to think there is much to be said 


against this view, and we propose to consider the matter next week. 
—Ep. S.J.] 
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DEDUCTION ON FACE OF BILL OF costs. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Referring to the case of Re Mackenzie, Ex parte Short (ante, 

. 410), and the remarks thereon, and on the cases of Re Carthew and 
Re Paull (27 Ch. D. 485) in your issue of the 20th ult., it will be 
interesting to know if any of your readers can throw light on the 
following suggestion :— 

Supposing a solicitor desirous of making a reduction in his bill, 
instead of casting correctly the foot of the last page of a bill of 
costs delivered in detail, inserts a round figure less than the amount 
of the bill if correctly cast. It is suggested that by this means he 
would clearly indicate that the bill delivered is for the reduced 
amount only. 

An example will explain, thus :— 


Brought forward ... £107 6 2 
Attending Mr. Smith ... PY: jie 0 6 8 
Writing Mr. Jones be ots ése 0 3 6 
Postages, &c. a ide ode ok 3.0 0 

£100 0 0 


A note might be added that the details are furnished merely to 
shew the amount of work done. 

On the taxation of such bill tue taxing master would, before the 
taxation, direct the solicitor to strike out sufficient items to reduce 
the bill to the amount shewn at the foot of the last page (i.c., the 
reduced amount). 

A solicitor may deliver a bill for a lump sum without details, 
although the taxing master will, before taxation, direct the solicitor 
to bring in a detailed bill for the lump sum, which can be the subject 
of the taxation (/?e Tilleard, 32 Beav. 476). 

For the purposes of taxation it seems immaterial whether details 
be given before taxation by striking out items in an account already 
supplied (with the object of shewing the work done) or by bringing 
in a new detailed bill for the amount charged, as in Re Tilleard. 

The ratio decidendi of Re Carthew and Re Paull appears to have 
been that the bills delivered were not for the reduced amount. 


OVERTAXED. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
RULES IN LUNACY, 1893. 


1. Masters may direct a petition for inquisition to be presented.] 
Upon any application under section 116 of the Lunacy Act, 1890, the 
masters may, if they consider it desirable for the care of the person 
or for the management of the estate or otherwise in the interest of 
any lunatic or alleged lunatic, direct such person as they think fit to 
present a petition for an order for inquisition as to the lunatic or 
alleged lunatic, and if such direction be not complied with within ten 
days, or such further time as the masters allow, the masters may 
direct such petition to be presented by the official solicitor, and the | 
official solicitor shall present the same accordingly. 

2. Powers of masters in case of undue delay.. (1.) If it appear to 
the musters that there is undue delay in any matter before them, or 
if the masters be otherwise dissatisfied with the conduct of any pro- 
ceedings, or with the mode in which any order made or direction 
given by the masters is being carried out, they may summon before 
them the party having the conduct of the proceedings, or any other 
person appearing to be answerable, to explain the delay or other 
conduct with which they are dissatisfied, and may make such 
order as the circumstances require; and for the purposes aforesaid | 
the masters may direct the official solicitor to summon the persons 
whose attendance is required, and to conduct any proceedings and 
carry out any directions; and the masters may, if they think fit, 
appoint the official solicitor to act as solicitor in such matter in the 
place of any solicitors previously acting. 


| UNDERTAKING. 


I, A. B., of [insert address and description] undertake to apply all 

such moneys as I may receive belonging to the said 

or his [or her] estate, and all moneys which I may receive 
on his [or her] account in such manner as the Masters in Lunac 
shall direct, and to account for such moneys when required; an 
further, to give such security for the due application of and accouat- 
ing for such moneys as may be required by any order of the masters, 
and to obtain and send every six months to the masters a report from 
a duly qualified medical man as to the mental and bodily condition of 
the said and further, every six months to 
give notice in writing to the masters of the then place of abode of 
the said and further, to use my best 
endeavours to produce the said and to 
allow him [or her] to be visited by any chancery visitor or other 
person authorized by the masters to visit him fer her], and to give 
such directions as the masters may require to facilitate such visits. 

5. Chancery visitors to visit and report upon request of masters, 
The chancery visitors shall, upon the request of the masters, visit an 
report as to any persons with reference to whom or to whose estate 
an application is pending before an order has been made by the 
masters. 

6. Orders and documents to be authenticated by seal.) Orders and 
other documents issued from the master’s office shall be sufficiently 
authenticated by the seal of the master’s office, and it shall not be 
necessary to sign the same. 

7. Amendment of rule 68 of Rules in Lunacy, 1892.] The words 
“ other documents” are hereby substituted in rule 68 of the Rules in 
Lunacy, 1892, for the word “ certaficates.”’ 

8. Allowance of account to be authenticated by seal.] The masters’ 
allowance of the account of a committee shall be sufficiently authenti- 
cated by the seal of the masters’ office. 

9. Discharge of security.] When the security of a committee of the 
estate, receiver, or other person is to be discharged, the bond shall be 
delivered up to be cancelled, or in the case of a recognizance, the 
proper officer shall, upon a direction from the masters, attend the 
masters, who shall thereupon vacate such recognizance in the usual 
manner ; and in the case of security having been given in the whole 
or in part by a sum of money or stock being brought in court, the 
masters may make an order for the payment or transfer, in such manner 
as the masters think proper, of the sum of money or stock, and the 
dividends thereon. 

10. Allowance of lease to be authenticated by seal.) Where an order 


| is made authorizing a lease of a lunatic’s property, the masters shall 


settle a proper lease in pursuance of the order, and their allowance of 
the lease sd settled shall be sufficiently authenticated by the seal 
of the masters’ office; and the committee of the estate shall in the 
name and on behalf of the lunatic execute the lease when allowed, 
upon the intending lessee executing a counterpart thereof. 

11. Change of residence.] Every committee of the person of a 
lunatic so found by inquisition shall, within three a after any 
change shall have taken place in the residence of the lunatic, send 


.by post to the office of the Visitor of lunatics, Royal Courts of Justice, 


London, notice thereof, with the address of the place to which the 
lunatic has been removed. ? 
12. Repeal of Rules in Lunacy, 1892, in part.) The Rules in 
Lunacy, 1892, referred to in the schedule hereto, are hereby annulled 
to the extent mentioned in the second column thereof. 

13. Short title.] These rules may be cited as the Rules in Lunacy, 
1893, and shall be read as one with the Rules in Lunacy, 1892, and 
shall come into operation on the first day of July, 1893. 


(Signed) HERSCHELL, C, 
The 15th day of June, 1893. 


THE SCHEDULE. 


RULES AND PoRTIONS OF THE RULES IN LeNacy, 1892, ANNULLED. 





Number of Rale. 





(2.) An order of the masters under this rule shall be subject to 
appeal to the judge in accordance with the provisions of rule 11 of 
the Rules in Lunacy, 1892. 

3. Costs of official solicitor.] Any costs incurred by the official 


funds as the masters direct. 


administration, the masters shall, unless for special reasons they think | puie 66 
Rule 77 
Rule 82 
Rule 122 


fit to dispense therewith, require the person appointed by the order to 
do any act or exercise any power to give an undertaking to the 
following effect with such modifications as the circumstances of the 


| 
case shall require : ‘ 





Rule 14 
3. Cost . - | Rule 55 
solicitor in relation to any proceedings taken by him pursuant to the | Rule 60 
directions of the masters shall be paid by such parties or out of such | Rule 61 

+ 
4. Undertaking to be given by person appointed to do any act or exer- | mu os 
cise any power.| Where an order is mals by the masters under that  puje 64 
portion of the Lunacy Act, 1890, which relates to management and | pije 65 


Extent of Repeal, 


The whole rule. 
From “ except that” to the end of the rule. 
The word “ certificates.” 
The words ‘‘ by them.” 
. The whole rule. 
. The whole rule. 
. The whole rule. 
The whole rule. 
The word “ certificates.” 
The whole rule. 
* . The whole rule. 
: . The whole rule. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
REG. v. JUSTICES OF OXFORDSHIRE—No. 1, 19th June. 


Jusrices—ArreaL To QuarTER Sesstions—Service or Notice or ApPpEAL— 
Service on SoLicrroR WHO APPEARED AT Petty Szssions—SumMary 
Junispicrion Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Vicr. c. 49), s. 31 


A from an order of the Queen’s Bench Division (Mathew and 
Wright, JJ.) discharging a rule nisi for a mandamus to quarter sessions 
to hear an ee It appeared that an order was made at petty sessions 
on the 9th of March whereby the appellant was adjudged to be the puta- 
tive father of a bastard child of the respondent, and was ordered to pay 
to the respondent a certain tum per week for its maintenance. Each y 
was represented at the hearing by a solicitor. Upon the 16th of March, 
the last day for appealing, the solicitor for the appellant called upon the 
solicitor who had ap for the respondent at the petty sessions, and 
served him with notice of appeal against the order, and the latter accepted 
service of it. The latter next day communicated with the mother, who, 
after some correspondence, said that she did not intend to employ him 
upon the appeal. Upon the appeal coming on at quarter sessions objection 
was taken by the respondent that she had not been served with the notice 
of ap he appellant contended, first, that the solicitor who appeared 
for respondent at the petty sessions remained her solicitor for the 
purpose of receiving notice of appeal, unless his authority was determined 
and such determination made known to the other side; and, secondly, 
that the lent had ratified the act of the solicitor in accepting service 
on her behalf. The quarter sessions held that the notice of _— was 
not properly served, and that there had been no ratification, and refused 
to hear the appeal. The Queen’s Bench Division discharged a rule nisi 
for a mandamus to hear the appeal. Upon appeal the following authorities 
were referred to: Syred v. Carruthers (6 W. R. 595, 27 L. J. M. C. 278), 
Pennell v. Churchwardens of Uxbridge (10 W. R. 319, 31 L. J. M. C. 92), 
De la Pole v. Dick (33 W. R. 585, 29 Ch. D. 351). 

Tue Cover (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowen and Kay, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 

Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that the argument was that the solicitor who 
had appeared for the mdent at the petty sessions remained her 
solicitor after the order been made so as to make service upon him 
good service of the notice of appeal. Assuming that service upon her 
solicitor would be good service, what made him her solicitor after that ? 
She had employed him to get an order at sessions, and he got it. 
The matter was ended. No statute said that he was to continue her 
solicitor afterwards. Did the common law say so? With regard to 
actions which went to judgment and execution, or decrees in Chancery 
which had to be worked out, the law said that as long as anything 
remained to be done in the litigation to obtain the fruits of the judgment, 
so long did the solicitor for the party remain his solicitor, unless his 
authority was determined and another solicitor substituted on the record : 
sce De la Pole v. Dick. By ord. 7, r. 3, the solicitor on the record was to 
be considered the solicitor of the party until the final conclusion of the 
cause, whether in the High Court or in the Court of Appeal. That rule, 
however, only lied to proceedings in the High Gourt. Here the 
solicitor was employed to obtain an order at petty sessions, and nothing 
more remained to be done in that litigation. It could not be said that the 
doctrine of not having obtained the fruits of the litigation would apply, 
in that case the solicitor might remain the mother’s solicitor during 
the years the weekly sums would be payable. He was not her solicitor 
after the order was made at petty sessions. Nor had she ever ratified the 
sclicitor’s acceptance of service of the notice of appeal. Notice of appeal, 
therefore, was not given to the respondent or to anyone authorized by her 
to receive it, and the quarter sessions were right in refusing to hear the 


Semen and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnset, Mackarness; F. Fitz- 
gerald. Sorscrrons, 7. A. Jones, for Stockton & Son, Banbury; Cunliffes § 
Davenport, for Davenport Adams, Oxford. 

[Reported by W. F. Bazer, Barrister-at-Law. | 





“THE RECEPTA”—No. 1, 19th June. 


Paroutmriox—Covwry Cover—Arrzat To Covet or APPEAL rrom RervsaL 
or Warr — Jvzisvicrion or Jupcz or Apurratry Division — Covnry 
Covnrs Acr, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43), s. 132. 


Appeal from an order of Barnes, J., in chambers, refusing an application 
for a writ of prohibition to the City of London Court in an admiralty 
cause. The application was made in chambers in vacation to Barnes, J., 
who was sitting to hear applications from all divisions of the High Court. 
Tro objections were taken : first, that by section 132 of the 
et en ae, DOOD, Se lay to the Court of Appeal from the 

to grant a writ of ition: and secondly, that the Admiralty 

Division had no er to grant a writ of prohibition, this jurisdiction 

matter, and y belonging to the Queen’s Bench 
Division, and that therefore Barnes, J., when he refused 


hes (32 W. B. 255, 9 P. D. 68), were referred to. By section 
Act, 1888, ‘‘ when the High Court or a judge 

a writ of certiorari or prohibition to a 
judge shall grant such writ or order ; 
t of appealing from the decision of 


z 
i 
f 
; 
Fs 





ication being made for such writ or order to the High Oourt orga 
thereof on grounds different from those on which the first applica. 
tion was founded.” 
Tue Covrrt (Lord Esuze, M.R., and Bowen and Kay, L.JJ.) overruled the 
objections. 
rd Esuer, M.R., said that the decision upon the first objection 
depended upon the true construction of section 132 of the County Courts 
Act, 1888. The practice with regard to applications for writs of 
prohibition in the old courts was that the applicant might move in each 
court or before each jndge successively. In those days there was no 
appeal in such cases. The islature wished to put an end to such an 
unnecessary multiplication of applications, and that was the object of 
section 132. That section therefore meant that if a person had applied 
for a prohibition toa judge or divisional court of the High Court, he could 
not spply to another judge or divisional court. That did not touch the 
general right of a to this court which was given by section 19 of the 
Judicature Act, 1873. The second part of the section was inserted for 
the ee of making it clear that the first part did not take away the 
right of appeal from the judge to the Divisional Court. The whole 
section dealt with the High bourt, and did not touch the jurisdiction of 
the Court of Appeal. As re the second objection, Barnes, J., was 
exercising all the jurisdiction of a judge of the High Court, and when an 
admiralty case came before him he exercised his jurisdiction as a judge of 
the Admiralty Division. The Judicature Acts made him as such a + judge 
of the High Court, and gave him all the powers of such a judge. e had 
therefore jurisdiction to hear this application for a prohibition, and the 
appeal lay here in accordance with the analogy of appeals from chambers 
in the Chancery Division, it being assumed that the learned judge had 
certified that he did not desire to hear further argument in court. The 
objections must be overruled, and the appeal must be heard. 
owen and Kay, L.JJ , concurred.—Counset, Butler Aspinall ; Cranstoun. 
Soxicrrors, Botterell § Roche ; Keen, Marsden § Co. 
{Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.! 


CHAMBERLAIN v. YOUNG—No. 1, 20th June. 


Brit or Excuance—No sprciriep Payge—‘‘ Pay to Orpger’’—BrLis oF 
Excuance Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 61), ss. 3, 55. 


This was an application on the part of the plaintiff for a new trial or 
judgment in an action which had been tried before Lawrance, J., anda 
jury. The action was brought by the plaintiff as the indoreee of a bill of 
exchange two defendants, Young and Tower, Tower being sued as 
the drawer of the bill and also the first indorser. The bill was in this 
form :—*‘ Five months after date pay to order the sum of £150.” 
It was signed by Tower and indorsed by him, and it bore a bill of exchange 
stamp. The defendant Tower set up two defences, first, that the instru- 
ment had been made and tiated by the plaintiff fraudulently, and, 
secondly, that it was not a bill of exchange. The jury found a verdict in 
the defendant’s favour on the > agg = i = ence, =, y learned 
ju ve judgment —me y. p now or a new 
tri os Yahaiod. The Court of A thought that the question of fraud 
had not been satisfactorily dealt with at the trial, and ought to be tried 
again; but this made it necessary to determine the other question, whether 
the document was a bill of exchange at all. On this point it was argued 
for the defendant that inasmuch as the document did not bear on its face 
the name of any payee, it did not come within the definition of a bill of 
exchange given by the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882. Section 3 of that Act 
provides as follows :—*‘ (1) A bill of exchange is an unconditional order in 
writing, addressed by one person to another, signed by the person 
it, requiring the person to whom it is addressed to pay on demand or a 
fixed or determinable future time a sum certain in money to, or to the 
of, a specified m, or to bearer. (2) An instrument which does 
comply with conditions, or which orders any act to be done 

tion to the payment of money, is not a bill of exc "a 
laintiff relied on section 55, sub-section 2 (c), which enacts that; “ 
Fodomer of a bill by indorsing it is precluded from denying to 
immediate or a subsequent indorsee that the bill was, at the time of 
indorsement, a valid and subsisting bill, and that he had then a good ti! 
thereto.”’ 


Tus Cover (Lord Esuex, M.R., and Bowzn and Kay, L.JJ.), having 
taken time to consider their judgment, held that the objection to the 
form of the bill failed. 

Lord Esuzr, M.R., said he should be very unwi to give his assent 
to the proposition that a man of business could put his name as drawer to 
a document which looked like a bill of exchange, and indorse it and hand 
it over as a bill of exchange, and then successfully maintain that, by 
reason of its not the name of a payee, it was blemished, and there- 
fore not a bill of exchange at all. It was, however, not necessary to decide 
that question, for when they came to look at this document carefully, it 
was Gnar thas % Was © poutetiy bill. It ran thus: ‘‘ Five months 
after date pay to order,’’ it was signed by the defendant. 
A to ordinary rules of construction, those words must be held 
to mean “ pay to my order.’’ That was the only point which it was now 
necessary to determine—viz., that, in t of form, there was no blemish 
oe ee ee ee There must be a new trial, but the only question 
to be tried would be the question of fraud. 

Bowsn, L.J., was clearly of opinion that this was a bill of exchange. 
been rather argued on assumption that the bill was 
$ to or order.’’ But it was not in that 
was not inserted before the word ‘‘order.’’ The 
pore Pane Sins ee she, te-ban. Semen On the question of 
— he preferred to refrain from ex ng av opinion, 
ay, L.J., said that the argument had been that, as the document did 
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not bear the name of a specified payee, it did not come within the defini- 
tion given in section 3, sub-section 1, of the Bills of Exchange Act, and, 
therefore, sub-section 2 applied, and it was not a bill of exchange at all ; 
and that section 55 was only applicable to documents which were bills of 
exchange, and, therefore, was not applicable to the t case. That 
question he did not decide, for an examination of this made it 
unnecessary todo so. There was a blank space before “‘ order,’”’ and the 
word ‘‘or” did not occur. The words, therefore, ran ‘‘ Pay to order.”’ 
Such an instrument could only be treated as drawn to the order of the 
drawer. As far back as the year 1791 Eyre, O.B., had referred to “ a bill 
drawn payable to the drawer’s own order” as one of several recognized 
kinds of bills of exchange: Gibson v. Minet (1 H. Bl., at p. 606). The objec- 
tion to the form of the bill, therefore, failed.—CounseL, Crump, Q.C., and 
Thomas; Jelf, Q.C., and Firminger. Sowicrrors, Aird § Hood; Sawyer § 


Ellis. 
[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re MILLARD’S SETTLED ESTATES—No. 2, 14th June. 


Serrtep Lanp—Scueme ror Improvement—Caprrat Money ARISING UNDER 
rue Act—Prosprctive AUTHORIZATION OF Payment ovTt or Money To 
ARISE IN THE FUTURE—Serriep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 38), 
s. 26 
This was an appeal from an order made by Kekewich, J., in chambers. 

The question was whether under section 26 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, 

the court had jurisdiction to authorize prospectively the Ron ger gy of 

capital moneys arising under the Act upon a scheme w had been 
sanctioned by the trustees, when there were no capital moneys in the hands 
of the trustees at the time. Certain persons, who together constituted the 
tenant for life under a settlement, took out an originating summons asking 
that two persons who were the trustees of the settlement for the purposes 
of the Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890, might be at liberty to apply the 
sums thereinafter mentioned out of the capital money arising wnier the 
said Acts in or to come to their hands subject to the settlement in pay- 
ment of the works thereinafter mentioned (i.¢., roads and sewers) being 
improvements to be executed upon the settled land pursuant to two 
schemes which had been. approved by the trustees. ‘The trustees had no 
capital moneys arising under the Acts in their hands and the application 
was prospective upon money —s realized by the sale (under a power in 
the will creating the settlement) of the property upon which the improve- 
ments were to be made, it being considered that the improvements if 
carried into effect would greatly enhance the selling value of the property, 
and it being proposed to pay for the making of the improvements out of 
the moneys to be received on the sale. There — to be no prospect 
of the trustees being able to get the money req! by sale of any portion 
of the property as it was heavily mortgaged. Kekewich, J., refused the 
application. The applicants appealed. 

Tur Court (Liypiey, Lorzs, and A. L. Smrrn. L.JJ.) dismissed the 
ap 


as L.J., said he did not think it would be right for the court to 
accede to the application. It was asked to authorize ively the 
trustees to expend money in the future when they got it. Co had 
not been able to produce any case in which such a fing had been done. 
The registrar informed the court that he had never seen any such order 
drawn, and Kay, L.J., who had had great experience in these matters, 
and whose opinion had been asked, eaid he thought the court had no 
authority to make such an order. The position of the trustees was that 
they no prospect of getting the money by sale otherwise, and were at 
a deadlock. Had the court power to do what was asked? Section 21 of 
the Act said that ‘‘ capital money arising under the Act, subject to pay- 
ment of claims properly payable thereout and to application thereof for any 
authorized object for which the same was raised, should, when received, 
be invested or applied’’ in one or other of the modes therein specified, 
which included improvements authorized by the Act, and those improve- 
ments included wale and sewers (section 25). What the court to 
construe was section 26. That section said: ‘‘(1) When the tenant for 


life is desirous that capital money . . . shall be api in or towards 
payment for an improvement he may submit for approval to the 
trustees . . . or to the court a scheme - « (2) Where 


the capital money to be expended is in the hands of the trustees, then, after a 
scheme is approved by them, the trustees may apply that money in or 


towards payment . . . on (i.) a certificate of the Land Com- 
missioners’’ or those who now represented them ‘“‘ that the 
work . . . has been properly executed .. . or on ({ii.) a like 
certificate of a competent engineer or able practical surveyor . . . or 


on (it) an order of the court directing or authorizing the trustees to so 
apply’’ the money. The certificate here referred to could not be 
epee ; it must — not prospectively but that the work Aad been 
one properly ; and, as to the “‘ order of the court’’ referred to in sub- 
section (iii.), on what evidence ought the court to make that order? Not, 
surely, prospectively any more than the certificate was to be prospective. 
His lordship could not find in the Act anyth which authorized the 
court to make the prospective order which was here asked for, and ad- 
dressing his mind to the general scope of the Act he thought the court 
ought not to make it. 
pes and A. L. Smrrn, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsagn, Cosens-Hardy, 
rg and Eve; Willoughby Williams, Soxscrrons, Gush, Phillips, Walters, 
“illiams, 
[Reported by Arruur Lawrences, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re MORGAN, MORGAN v. MORGAN—No. 2, 12th June. 
Wri—Annurry—Girr or Cornpvs—Onanar on Funn—Grrt tro M. on 


will made the following disposition of 

n> toll veh ane pe to my wife, Morgan, 
same sums of money :— my 
£250 eee ee ad as ee ee ta 






Layotey, L.J., said that he could 

of the testator to ue ies Soe anes See saggy pee ate 

ve nothing more annuities, not even was perfectly 

tape the wife, Mrs. Hardie, and Mrs. Pratten bse hp nate 
as 


it 
Rkas 
ge Ere 
Z 
it 
tse 


& 
z 
; 
: 
| 
: 
i 
: 
& 
2 


H 
E 
E: 
2, 
et 
BEE 
Bg 
Ps 
4 
4 
t 


fF 
i 


ile 
ak , 
= 


the ee SS ee be made during 
ater they he the particular fund. Bent ¥ 
at they are c on 5 ; 
which has seca teas avoided. 
int. not to a particular 
he true interpretation is 
to prevent a “ thew ge intended 
not to part with the 
A. L. Surru, L.J., gave judgment to the same effect. Appeal dismissed 
with costs.—Counsret, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Warrington ; Hastings 
Q.C., and Warrington ; Sir H. Davey, Q.C., and Joyce ; Buckley, Qc., 
0. L. Clar:; J. W. Clark. Soxscrrons, Burn § Berridge ; Lee § Pemberton 
Bircham $ Co. ; J. H. Lydall ; Solicitor to the Treasury 
[Reported by W. 8. Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. ) 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


SOVEREIGN LIFE ASSURANCE CO. r. EARDLEY WILMOT—Chitty, J., 
20th June. 


Lo«rrations—Wuen TMs BEGINS TO N—CESTUIS QUE vustT— 
Buwzrictantes—Oneprrons—TRUSTER Acr, 1888, s. 8 (1) (w) (51 & 52 


Vicr. c. 59). 
Action by the liquidator of the above to render the 


seeking 
directors or their legal esentatives for breaches of trust 
in dealing «tra vires with the property of the company. Such breaches 
of trust were to have boon committed meso than sfx yess Befaes 


action brought. directors pleaded the Statute of (21 
James 1, c. 16) extended to trustees the Trustee 1888, s. 8. 
Counsel for the contended the liquidator & new cause 
of action that not arise till the winding-up order, which was dated 


less than six years ago, and submitted that the 

of the company became eestwis que trust of the directors on 
such order, so as to come within the provisions of section 8 (1) (4) of the 
Trustee Act, 1888, which provides that “‘time shall not to run 





us DEscaNnDANTS, 
‘This was an appeal from a decision of Stirling, J, The testator by his 
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capital, but that was no ground for the inference that a bare creditor wa‘ | 
converted into a beneficiary within the meaning of the words relied on. 
There was nothing whatever to justify the proposition that a creditor or 
policy-holder was such a beneficiary, or that the operation of the statute 
was postponed till his interest fell into possession. Action dismissed, with 
costs to be paid by the liquidator, without prejudice to any question out 
of what fund.—Covnss., Moulton, Q C., Farwell, Q.C., and Swinfen Eady ; 
Byrne, Q.C., and Vernon Smith; Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., and Ashworth 
James ; Grosvenor Woods and W. D. Rawlins. Soxscrrors, James Robinson ; 
Hepburn, Son, § Cutliffe, for Shelly ¢ Johns, Plymouth; Williams § James ; 
Osborn, Jenkyn, § Son ; Robbins, Billing, § Co. 
[Reported by G. Rowianp Axsrtow, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re CAMPBELL, CAMPBELL v. CAMPBELL -—Siirling, J., 20th June. 


Wiutt—Lecacy—Aprrpropriation or Funps—Interest on Lecacy—Prorits 
MADE THROUGH NON-APPROPRIATION—TRvUSTEE AND Restpvary Lecatge. 


The testator, John Campbell, by will dated the 21st of January, 1873, 
appointed his wife Mary, and his sons C. M. Campbell and H. Campbell, 
the defendant, executrix and executors and trustees of his will. and after 
making various bequests devised and bequeathed all his real and residuary 
personal estate upon trust for sale and conversion, and to pay to his wife 
an annuity of £2,000 during her life, and as to the sum of £20,000 upon 
trust to invest as therein specified and to pay the income to his son, the 

laintiff, C. L. Campbell, during his life, and then upon trusts for the 

mefit of his children; and as to the residue upon trust for such of his 
sons, C. M. Campbell, A. M. Campbell, and the defendant, H. Campbell, 
as should survive him, and the issue who should attain twenty-one or 
marry of such of his sons as should be then dead. The testator gave his 
trustees discretionary power to postpone the sale and getting in of any part 
of his estate, but directed that all such part of his estate as was not sold 
or got in should be subject to the trusts of his will. By codicil dated the 
29th of May, 1880, the testator revoked all the devises and bequests in 
favour of his son A. M. Campbell (who had then lately died), his wife or 
children, and made other provisions for the benefit of his family. The 
testator died in 1882, and his wiil and codicil were proved by his two sons. 
His widow and son Colin died in 1885, since which time the defendant, 
H. Campbell, had been the sole executor and trustee of the wi. The 
legacy of £20,000 for the benefit of the plaintiff, C. 44. Campbell, and bis 
children had never been raised, invested, or appropriated, but interest at 
four per cent. had been paid to C. L. Campbell. The testator’s residuary 
estate was practically in the same state of investment as at the testator’s 
death, and most of the investments had in the interval risen very consider- 
ably in value. The plaintiff claimed to be entitled to a proportionate 
share of the increase of value in the testator’s estate, inasmuch as there 
had been no appropriation in respect of his legacy, and took out this 
summons in conjunction with his children asking the court to determine 
what part of the stocks, funds, and securities retained or held by the 
defendant upon the trusts of the will ought to be deemed to represent the 
legacy of £20,000 and what sum of cash or stocks ought to be set apart 
for the raid legacy. 

Srreiine, J., said that, if the defendant were not beneficially interested 
in the residue, he could only be called upon to pay over to new trustees 
the sum of £20,000, with interest at four per cent. until payment: see 
Robinson v. Robinson (1 De G. M. & G. 247). Ever since Sitwell v. Bernard 
(6 Ves. 520), decided in 1801, it had been the rule of the court to allow the 
legatee interest at the rate of four per cent. in the absence of special 
circumstances, even although the residue might have produced interest at 
a higher rate. His lordship knew of no case in which a legatee had been 
held entitled to share in the increase of value in the property applicable 
for payment of his legacy. If the defendant were a trustee for third 
parties, neither he nor the beneficiaries could, in the present case, be 
charged with more than the amount of the legacy and interest at four per 
cent. It was argued that the defendant had committed a breach of trust 
in not investing the legacy, or appropriating proper securities to meet it. 
If it were made out that the defendant had unwarrantably applied the 
money of his cestui que trust to his own purposes, it might be right to make 
him accountable for all the profits earned. To deal with the defendant in 
the mode suggested would be to introduce all the difficulties referred to by 
Lord Eldon in Sitwell v. Bernard (ubi supra), to avoid which the rule of 
giving interest at four per cent. was laid down. The residuary legatees 
ought to be treated, under the circumstances of the case, as the owners of 
the estate, subject to a charge thereon of the plaintiff’s legacy, with 
intereet at four per cent. Summons dismissed, with costs.—Covunsk1, 
Hastings, Q.C., and Dibdin; R. N. Arkle. Sorscrrons, Bridges, Sawtell, 
Heywood, Ram, § Dibdin; Field, Roscoe, § Co., for Gibbins § Arkle, Liver- 

1. 
is {Reported by W. Suaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Winding-up Cases. 


Re THE PORTSEA ISLAND BUILDING SOCIETY—Vaughan Williams, J., 
2ist June. 


Compaxny—Winpinc vup—Buitpise Socrery—Winpine vr in County 
Cover—Spreciat Case—Jvnispicrion—Buitpine Societies Act, 1874 (37 
& 38 Vicr. c. 42), s. 32, sun-secrion (4)—51 & 52 Vicr. c. 43, s. 164— 
Compantzs (Winpine-vP) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 63), s. 3, suB-sEC- 
tion (3)—County Court Ruxes, 1892, onp. 41, x. 9. 


The above-named society, which was a building society registered under 
the Building Societies Acts, was being wound up in the county court. The 





county court judge stated a special case, entitled in the Companies Acts, 





1862 to 1890, the Building Societies Act, 1874, and the County Courts Act, 
1888, for the determination of certain questions arising in the winding up. 
A preliminary objection was taken raising the question whether a judge of 
the county court could state a epecial case under section 3, sub-section (3), 
of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890. 

VaveHan Wi..tams, J., said that section 3, sub-section (3), provided 
that ‘“‘if any question arises in any winding-up proceeding in a county 
court which all the parties to the proceeding may desire to have deter- 
mined in the first instance in the High Court, the judge shall state the 
facts in the form of a special case for the opinion of the High Court.” It 
was contended that this section only applied to the winding up of com- 
panies in the county court, and that it had no application to the winding 
up of a benefit building society. It was urged that the Act of 1890 was 
not incorporated with the Building Societies Act (37 & 38 Vict. c. 42). 
Section 32 of that Act provided that (sub-section (4) ) ‘‘ general orders for 
regulating the proceedings of the court under this section may be from 
time to time made by the authority for the time being empowered to make 
general orders for that court.’’ By section 4 of the same Act “‘ the court” 
meant in England the county court of the district in which the chief office 
or place of meeting for the business of the society was situate. In Andrew 
v. The Swansea Cambrian Benefit Society (44 L. T. N.S. 106) it was decided 
that the Companies Acts, 1862 and 1867, applied to the Building Societies 
Act (37 & 38 Vict. c. 42). That decision did not decide that the Com- 
panies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, applied to the Building Societies Act, 
1874, nor that the Act of 1874 by implication inccrporated the Act of 
1890. The case referred to was confirmed by Re Sunderland Building 
Society (37 W. R. 95, 21 Q. B. D. 349). It had been said by 
Lindley, L.J., that the true effect, to his mind, of section 32 of the 
Building Societies Act was simply to substitute the county court for 
the Court of Chancery, and in effect to put building societies under 
the Acts of 1862 and 1867 by virtue of the clauses relating to industrial 
companies, although the Companies Acts, 1862 and 1867, were not 
expressly incorporated in the Building Societies Act. It seemed to him 
that the provisions in force at any particular time for the winding up of 
companies in the Chancery Division of the High Court would apply to a 
winding up in the county court of a building society, even though such 
provisions might be the result of enactments passed since 1874, which Act 
only substituted the county court for the High Court as the tribunal for 
winding up. The provisions of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, 
for stating a special case for the determination of questions arising in the 
winding up of a company in a county court would, therefore, apply to the 
winding up of a building society in the county court. It was to be 
observed that the particular section which the judges in Andrews v. The 
Swansea Cambrian Benefit Society held to apply to the winding up of a 
building society was section 43 (since repealed) of the Companies 
Act, 1867, which enacted that if any party in a winding up under the Act 
was dissatisfied with the determination or direction of a judge of a county 
court on any matter in such winding up, such party might appeal from 
the same to the Vice-Chancellor named for that purpose by the Lord Chan- 
cellor by general order. It had been also said that jurisdiction to deter- 
mine this special case was given by the County Court Rules, 1892, ord. 41, 
r. 9, which was to the following effect :—‘‘The provisions of the Com- 
panies Acts, 1862 to 1890, and the rules made thereunder, so far as they 
relate to winding up, shall apply to the winding up of sccieties registered 
under the Building Societies Act, 1874, and the Industrial and Provident 
Societies Act, 1876, and the winding up of any such societies shall be con- 
ducted in all respects as if such societies were companies registered under 
any of the said Companies Acts.’’ And it was also urged that the rules 
of the county court adopting the orders and rules in Chancery under the 
Acts of 1862 and 1867 were utterly unworkable without the Acts them- 
selves. His lordship, however, preferred to base his decision on the 
grounds first stated, because he did not think that section 164 of 
51 & 52 Vict. c. 43, which enabled five county court judges, with the 
approval of the Lord Chancellor and the Rule Committee of the High 
Court, to frame rules regulating the practice in the county courts, gave 
power to apply to a winding up under the Building Societies Act 
provisions of Acts of Parliament which were not by the Building Societies 
Act itself applied to a winding up under the Building Societies Act. 
Indeed, it was doubtful whether it was competent under section 164 of 
51 & 52 Vict. c. 43 to frame a rule in the term; of sub-section (3) of sec- 
tion 3 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, for it seemed that such a 
rule would do something more than regulate the practice of the county 
court. The preliminary objection must be overruled.—CounsgEL, 
Finlay, Q.C., P. Bunting, and F. Evans; Buckley, Q.C., and Emmanuel ; 
Sir Henry James, Q.C., Bramwell Davis, and G. G. Greenwood, Soxtcrrors, 
Learoyd, Mellor, § James ; Stanley Evans, for Scotney ¢ Shenton, Wiuchester; 
A. W. Mills, for King § Lapthorn, Landport. 

{Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. } 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


REG. v. THE JUSTICES OF LONDON AND THE LONDON COUNTY 
COUNCIL - 17th June. 


Merropoiis — Vatuations — Vatvuation Lisr—Time ror APPEALING— 
Wuerner Court HAs JURISDICTION TO HEAR APPEALS AFTER Marcu 31 IN 
gach YEAR—VALvATION (Merropo.is) Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vict. c. 67), 8. 
42, sun-secrion 13. 

Rule for a prohibition to prohibit the justices for the County of London 
from further proceeding in the matter of a certain appeal by the London 
County Council against the valuation list of the parish of St. George, 
Hanover-square, 
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The judgment of Tuz Covrt was read by Cuarues, J., as follows :—In 
this case the assessment committee of the St. George’s Union yy to 
prohibit the County of London Sessions from further proceeding in tho 
matter of an ap by the London County Council t the valuation 
list of the parish of St. George, Hanover-square, and deposited in 
accordance with the Metropolis Valuation Act, 1869, by the overseers of 
that parish on or about the 3lst of May, 1890, and ly settled by the 
assessment committee on or about the 29th of October, 1890. The 
respondents in the appeal were the assessment committee and the sur- 
veyor of taxes in the district, but he did not appear. Notice of ap 
was given by the London County Council on the 14th of January, 1891, 
against the valuation list, on the ground that the totals of the rateable and 
gross values in the parish were too low. Cases were a by the assess- 
ment committee and the county council in accordance with the practice of 
quarter sessions on or before the Ist of February, 1891, but the appeal, 
owing to pressure of business in the court, did not come on to be heard 
before the 3lst of March, 1891. The main contention of the applicants 
was that on that day the jurisdiction of the court to hear appeals came to 
an end by effiuxion of time, and whether this contention be well founded 
or not depends entirely on the construction which ought to be placed on 
the Valuation of Property (Metropolis) Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vict. c. 67). 
The jurisdiction formerly exercised under that statute by the assessment 
sessions has, it is true, been transferred by the Local Government Act to 
the County of London Sessions; but they exercise it under the same 
conditions as those under which it was formerly exercised by the assess- 
ment sessions. By section 32 of the Act of 1869 an appeal against the 
valuation lists of the various parishes is given to a court of general 
assessment sessions to (amonget other pane any ratepayer in the 
metropolis and any body of persons authorized by law to levy rates or 
require contributions payable out of rates if they or he feel aggrieved by 
reason (1) of the total of the gross value of any parish being too high or 
too low ; (2) of the total of the rateable value of any parish being too high 
or too low; or (3) of there being no approved valuation list for some 
parish. Section 24 enacts: [his lordship read the section]. By section 26 
the court is given power to adjourn from time to time, as may be 
necessary for the performance of their duties under the Act, and it is 
provided that they should conduct their proceedings, be convened, and be 
in the same position as near as might be as if they were a court of quarter 
sessions. The justices in assessment sessions had by section 35 power to 
appoint a person to make a valuation list where none has been e by the 
parish authorities and approved. By section 36 they could, on an appeal, 
direct a valuation to be made of any particular hereditament, and by 
section 37 it was enacted that ‘‘ where the court appoint a person to make 
a valuation list or a valuation they may fix some subsequent day either 
before or after the day before which all appeals are required by this Act to 
be heard for receiving such valuation list or valuation, and may adjourn 
the hearing to that day.’’ By section 40 an appeal on questions of law is 
given to the Superior Court. Section 42 enacts: ‘‘ With respect to the 
times within which proceedings under this Act and the Acts incorporated 
herewith are to be done, the following provisions are to have effect—that 
is to say, (13) the justices may hold the assessment sessions at any time 
after February | which will enable them to determine all appeals (except 
where a valuation list or valuation is ordered) before the ensuing March 
31.” Other sub-sections appoint dates for the making and deposit of the 
valuation list, for its transmission to the assessment committee and final 
approval by them. These last mentioned provisions were held in Reg. v. 
Ingall (25 W. R. 57, 2 Q. B. D. 199) to be directory only, but there is 
nothing in the judgments delivered by Mellor and Lush, JJ., to indicate 
that they considered all the other sub-sections directory also. On the 
contrary, we gather from the la e used, especially by Lush, J., that 
the court was of opinion that whilst the particular dates mentioned in the 
Act for the deposit, transmission, and final approval of the list need not 
be absolutely adhered to, the whole of the year’s appeals must be disposed 
of before the 3lst of March in each year. There is certainly nothing in 
this decision to compel us to hold that sub-section (13) is directory as well 
as sub-rections (1), (2), and (8), with which the court was there dealing ; and 
al hough we find in the introductory words of the section a general statement 
applicable to all the sections, to the effect that the proceedings “‘ are to be 
done’’ within the times prescribed, it appears to us by no means to 
follow that in each sub-section the words used must necessarily be 
construed in the same manner. We must inquire whether in each 
particular case the words are directory or imperative, and, in order to 
determine the question, must have regard to the general scheme and other 
sections of the statute. Now, the scheme of the statute seems to us 
clearly to point to the valuation list being finally fixed before the 
commencement of each financial year (that is, before the 6th of April), 
except in the two cases where a new valuation is ordered or where a case 
has been stated for the opinion of the superior court. Section 43 enacts 
that ‘‘ the valuation list as approved by the assessment committee, and if 
altered on any appeal under this Act to any sessions or a superior court, 
as so altered, shall come into force at the beginning of the year (commenc- 
ing on the 6th of April) succeeding that on which it is made, and shall 
last for five years, subject to any alterations that may be made by any 
supplemental or provisional list as hereinafter menti .” A supple- 
mental list is to be made in each of the first four years of the quinquennial 
period, shewing the alterations which have taken place in the previous 
year, and in each of the last four years the valuation list is to be the 
original list, together with the new supplemental list (section 46). A 
provisional list is provided for by section 47 to meet the cases of heredita- 
ments reduced or increased in value during the course of any year, and 
when made is to be deemed to form part of the valuation list in force. 
By section 45 the valuation list is made conclusive evidence of the 
and rateable value of the hereditaments, It would be highly taibead. sng 








in our opinion, having to these enactments, to read sub-section 13 
of section 42 otherwise as ve. Unless the 31st of in 
each year is asan absolute limit, an appeal such as now in 


regarded 

question might be heard at any time d the quinquennial period, and 
even rem its Raa ow nog ‘“ pnt a Phage aura pga 
injust m: on the y ratepayers of one 
year the fie another, a result in direct contravention to 
the general principle of rating law, that the burdens of each 
year should be borne by the ratepayers in that Pn a me og 
which forbids a tive rate unless specially pro lb 
And the h might such a case, for example, as the present 
be almost indefinitely protracted; for the courity council, in support of 
their contention that the parish total is too low, have challenged upwards 
of 3,000 individual assessments, all of which the parish propose to defend. 
The duration of such an ge | it is impossible to predict, but it is 
certain it would be of great length, and the valuation list of the parish 
would thus remain for months, if not years, in an indeterminate con- 
dition. . Other sections of the Act, as well as the terms of sub-sec- 
tion 13 of section 42 itself, lend to the same conclusion. We muy 
add that the exception introduced into sub-section 13 of section 42 
is meaningless unless the other words of the sub-section are held to be 
imperative. It was strongly urged upon us that to adopt this construction 
will deprive the parties ved of the right of ap given to them by 
the Act, and it cannot be denied that our decision will lead to that result. 
But we must consider the balance of convenience, and weigh against the 
detriment which may or must arise to individuals the serious inconve- 
nience and injustice to the ratepayers which a contrary holding would 
entail. The question whether the intends a provision to be 
imperative or directory must depend in each case on the scope and object 
of the enactment, and, having re to the general scheme of the te 
and to its express provisions, we have no doubt the Legislature intended 
that no appeal (with the fied exceptions) should be heard afcer the 31st 
of March in each year. ny decisions on other Acts were referred to, 
but they furnish us with little, if any, assistance, and do not affect the 
conclusion at which we have arrived. ‘Two other points were raised by the 
applicants. They contended that the county council, in their cai of 
a ‘* body of persons authorized by law to levy rates or require ibu- 
tions payable out of rates in the metropolis,’’ had sustained no goers 
grievance by reason of the total of the gross and rateable value of a par- 
ticular parish being too high or too low. In any case their precept for 
contribution would be satisfied. It was also contended that on an a 
against totals the individual assessments cannot be challenged, but 
matters of principle only can be raised. Both these matters are of wide 
importance, but in the view we take of the question of time it is 
unnecessary to pronounce any opinion upon them. For the reasons we 
have given we think that the jurisdiction of the court to hear this appeal 
came to an end on the 31st of March, 1891, and therefore make this rule 
absolute, with costs. Rule absolute. 

Upon an objection taken that the court had no power to give costs, 
Cuarues, J., said they had considered the point, and they thought that, 
on the authority of Wallace v. Allen (23 W. R. 703, L. R. 10 C. P. 607) 
there was power to give costs.—Counskrt, Sir E. Clarke, Q.C , Poland, Q.C., 
and Danckwerts ; Meadows White, Q.C., and H. Avory. Soxicrrons, Caprons, 
Dalton, Hitchins § Brabant ; W. A. Blaxland. 

[Reported by Sir Suerstow Baxer, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.) 


THE LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL (Appellants); LAWRENCE & SONS 
(Respondents)—19th June. 


Merropotis Locan Manacement Amenpment Act, 1862, s. 85—Hagtcut 
or Burtp1nc—Buitpmne at Corner or New anp Ovp Srresr. 


This was a special case stated by a metropolitan magistrate arising out 
of a complaint made by the London County County, the appellants, 
against the respondents that they had unlawfully erected a on 
the south side of Kentleghen-oomsh being a new street of a less width than 
fifty feet, exceeding in height the distance from the external wall or front 
of such buil to the opposite side of such street without the written con- 
sent of the Londor County Council, contrary to section 85 of the Metropolis 

ment Amendment Act, 1862. That section is as follows :—‘* No 
building, except a church or chapel, shall be erected on the side of any 
new street of a less width than fifty feet which shall exceed in height 
the distance from the external wall or front of such building to i. 
site side of such street, without the consent in writing of the Me 
Board of Works ; mae Galt the hetghtat eng: Sulliing 00 aneee Sera 
time subsequently increased so as to exceed such ce without 
consent ; wad in determining the t of such building the measurement 
ae he b cae too funagia f such building 
opposite the bu u or eaves 0 ‘ 
crery person commiting any offence unde this enactment shall be liable 
toa ty of £5 
of for every’ day during which such offence shall continue after 
notice from the said board, to be recovered by summary proceeding. 
The building in question was situated at the corner of er one meng 


vain Gans 8 ee Pent acagge od pee cae 
road, an old street facing ‘i trance 
ding was from anaaiooan 













584 _ 


in fact situated in Kensington-road, and not in Kensington-court, and that 
it was not a building erected on the side of the street, Kensington- 
court, and did not constitute an offence against section 85 of the 

lis ey nen Amendment Act, 1862. The magistrate found 
as a fact that the building fronted on, and was situate in, Kensington- 
road, and he held that, although the site of the building abutted on 
Kensington-court, the building was not erected on the side of Kensington- 
court within the meaning of, and so as to be subject to, the provisions of 
section 85. He therefore dismissed the complaint, but stated this case for 
the opinion of the court. The case was originally argued before Day 
and Bruce, JJ., but was.ordered to be reargued before a full divisional 


Tus Covrr (Maruzw, Wricut, and Coiixs, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

, J-, eaid the case was a simple one. The building in question 
was a corner house fronting the Kensington-road, but with an external 
wall in Kensington-court. The building had been erected beyond the 
height allowed by section 85 without the consent of the London County 
Council. There might have been something in the respondent's conten- 
tion it the words of the section had been “situate in any new street.’’ 
The words of the section were, however, ‘‘ erected on the side of any 
new street,”” and it was quite plain that this building was erected on the 
side of a new street. The decision of the magistrate was wrong, and the 
case must be remitted to him. 

Wricut and Coins, JJ., concurred. Appeal allowed. — Covnset, 
Finlay, Q.C., and <Avory; Dickens, Q.C., and 7. Willes Chitty. Sourct- 
tors, Blazland ; Poole & Robinson. 


[Reported by F. O, Rosiwsoy, Barrister-at-Law. 


HUGHES v. RIMMER—S8th June. 


Trrug Act, 1891, s. 2, sun-section 6—Occurrer Liaste to pay TitTHE— 
Famvure or Lanpower To Give Notice or Lianiwiry tro TirHeE-owNER— 
CERTIFICATE. 


This was an appeal of the defendant from an order of the county court 
judge of Lancasbire. The question arose out of an application by the 
plaintiff for a certificate under section 2, sub-section 6, of the Tithe Act, 
1891. That Act provides (section 1) that after the passing of the Act the 
tithe ehall be paid by the landowner, notwithstanding any contract made 
between him and the occupier of his lands. In the case of an occupier 
being liable to pay the tithe under a contract made before the passing of 
the Act, section 1, sub-section 2, provides that the landowner shall pay 
the tithe and may recover from the occupier by distrees any sum so paid. 
Section 2, sub-section 6, is as follows :—‘‘ Where the occupier of the 
lands out of which the tithe rent-charge issues is liable under any contract 
made before the passing of the Act to pay the tithe rent-charge, and is, 
consequently, liable by virtue of this Act to pay the amount thereof to the 
owner of the lands, the owner of the tends shall serve notice of such 
liability on the owner of the tithe rent-charge, and thereupon before an 
order under the section is made’? (i.e., an order on the landowner for pay- 
ment of the tithe), ‘‘there shall be such cervice on the occupier in addition 
to the owner as may be prescribed, and a hearing of such occupier if he 
appears and desires to be heard. Any owner of the lands who fails to 
serve such notice as aforesaid on the owner of the tithe rent-charge, shall 
not be entitled to recover from the occupier any sum which he has paid 
on account of tithe rent-charge as aforesaid, unless and until he has, 
after notice to the occupier of his application for the same, obtained from 
the county court a certificate that there was good and sufficient cause for 
the failure to give such notice, and that the occupier has not been pre- 
judiced thereby.” In the present case the plaintiff was a landowner, and 
the defendant was his tenant. The plaintiff failed to serve on the tithe- 
owner notice of the tenant’s liability to pay the tithe. The plaintiff 
having paid the tithe to the tithe-owner, applied to the county court judge 
of Lancashire for the certificate mentioned in section 2, sub-section 6. 
The certificate was granted in the following terms: ‘‘ It is hereby certified 
that there was good and sufficient cause for the failure of Michael James 
Hughes to give an occupier’s liability notice in respect of the lands 
described in the schedule to this order to the owners of the tithe rent- 
charge issuing out of the said lands, and that Richard Rimmer, the 
occupier, bas not been prejudiced thereby.,’ The defendant appealed 
against this order and it was argued on his behalf that the order was bad 
on the ground that there was no finding that the defendant was an 
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occupier liable under a contract made before the passing of the Act to 
the tithe, which, it was contended, was a condition precedent to the 
of the certificate. 
Tue Cover (Lawnzaxce and Wuicut, JJ.) dismissed thé appeal. 
Waicnr, J., ssid that where under a lease or other contract made before 
the Tithe Act, 1891, a tenant was liable to pay the tithe, now by that Act 
the landowner had to pay the tithe to the tithe-owner; but the landowner | 
might recover from the tenant in such a case the amount so That 
amount might be recovered by distress without the intervention of any | 
court. It was foreseen by the legislature that such a power might prove 
to the tenant if not provided against, because the landowner 
submit to an extortionate demand for tithe, and he might levy | 
distress, and the tenant would have no opportunity of resisting the de- , 


4 


mand by the expensive process of replevin. Therefore provision 
was made by section 2, subsection 6, of the Act, for the benefit of the tenant. 
The effect of that section was that in the case of a tenant who had con- 


tracted before the Act to per the tithe, the landowner might, once for all, 
serve a notice of such liability on the tithe-owner, which notice would 


eventaally come into the hands of the registrar of the county court, who 
would therefore be aware of the fact when proceedings were taken iy the 
tithe-owner sgainst the landowner, and would be able to give notice of 
such proceedings to the tenant. 


Until the landowner had given the 
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required notice to the tithe-owner, the landowner could not distrain on 
the tenant unless the landowner first obtained from the county court judge 
a certificate that there had been good and sufficient cause for the failure 
to give the notice, and that the tenant had not been prejudiced by the 
omission. The certificate msed with the necessity for notice as 
regarded the past only, because it was absurd to suppose that the legislature 
intended to dispense with the notice when the landowner’s attention had 
once been called to the omission. When the application for the certificate 
came before the county court judge the only question which he had to 
consider waz whether there was and sufficient cause for the failure to 
give notice, and whether the tenant had been prejudiced by the failure. 
It was not the duty of the county court judge on such an application to 
consider the question whether in law the tenant was under his lease liable 
to pay the tithe, which might give rise to intricate and difficult questions 
of law, and which it would be most undesirable to deal with on such an 
application. In this case the county court judge had dealt with the 
= in the right manner, and the appeal would therefore be 
missed. 


Lawrance, J., concurred.—CounsgL, Macmorran; Carver. Sowtcrrors, 
Hamlin, Grammer §& Hamlin for Brighouse, Brighouse ¢ Jones, Ormskirk ; 
Wynne, Holme § Co. for H. Forshaw § Hawkins, Liverpool. 


{Reported by F. O. Ronixson, Barrister-at-Law. ) 


GROOM +. SHUKER—7th June. 


Arrgat—County Covurt—AGREEMENT BY PARTIES TO ACCEPT VERDICT OF 
Masorniry or Jurny—Frnatiry or such VeERpicT—VERDICT AGAINST 
Wetcut or Evipence—RIGut OF ONE PARTY TO APPLY FOR New Triat— 
JURISDICTION OF JUDGE TO GRANT New TRIAL. 


Appeal on behalf of the defendant from a decision of the learned judge 
of Ludlow County Court granting the plaintiff a new trial of the action, 
The action was brought to recover the sum of £22 10s., being the price of 
five tons of hay at £4 10s. per ton. The defendant alleged that the 
amount of hay supplied to him was four tons only, and that the price 
agreed upon was £4 per ton, ing in all about £16. The defendant 
paid this £16 into court, and the trial, which took place with a jury, was 
for the balance of £6. The two questions left by the judge to the jury 
were—(1) was the price agreed on £4 or £4 10s. per ton? and (2) was the 
amount supplied four tons or five tons? The jury were unable to agree, 
and the judge asked the parties if they would accept the verdict of the 
majority of the jury. The parties consented to accept the verdict of the 
majority, and it then appeared that they were unanimous for the defend- 
ant on the question of price, and three to two in his favour on the question 
of the quantity supplied. Upon this finding of the majority the judge 
gave judgment for the defendant accordingly. He subsequently, upon 
the plaintiff’s application, granted a new trial of the whole action, on the 
ground that the verdict, as to the quantity supplied, was unreasonable 
and against the weight of the evidence. Upon this application the 
defendant objected that after this agreement by both parties to accept 
the verdict of the majority, the plaintiff had no right to apply for a 
new trial, and the judge had no jurisdiction to grant a new trial. The 
judge held, upon this objection, that the agreement to accept the verdict 
of the majority only amounted to an agreement that the verdict of 
the majority should be treated as a unanimous verdict, and that a 
motion for a new trial might be made in the same way as if the verdict 
had been unanimous. From this decision of the learned judge the defend- 
ant appealed. An objection was now taken by the court as to whether 
an appeal would lie from the decision of the county court judge granting 
a new trial on the ground that the verdict was against the weight of the 
evidence. To this objection it was answered that, though an appeal 
might not lie from a decision granting a new trial on the question of fact 
as to whether the verdict was against the weight of the evidence or not, 
yet this was not an appeal from the learned judge upon that ground, but 
was an appeal on the ground that the judge no jurisdiction in law to 
grant a new 4rial, after the parties had consented to accept the verdict of 
the majorityfof the jury, and that this ground of appeal was a question of 
law with regard to the granting of a new trial, and that, therefore, an 
appeal would lie, according to the decision of the Court of Appeal in How 
v. The London and North-Western Ralway Co. (40 W. R. 292; 1892, 1 Q. B. 
391). The court having adopted this view, it was then contended for the 
appellant that, as the parties had agreed to accept the verdict of the 
majority of the jury, they were bound by that verdict, whether 
it was right or wrong, as they had agreed to accept that tribunal ; 
that, if there had been no evidence at all, it might have been 
otherwise, but here the judge held that there was evidence on both 
sides to go to the jury. No case could be found where there has 
been an appeal in such a case, which would seem to shew that there is no 
such right of appeal in such a case; that here there was a judgment by 
consent and a verdict by consent, and the parties ought not to have the 
o unity of questioning it, as there was evidence on both sides to go to 
the jury, and the plaintiff has got what he could not have got without the 

nt’s consent. 

Tuz Covrt (Maruzw and Wruicut, JJ.) were clearly of opinion that 
the learned county court judge had jurisdiction to grant a new trial under 
the circumstances; that it did not necessarily follow that because the 
parties had consented to accept the verdict of the majority of the jury, 
they were precluded from afterwards applying for a new trial on the 

stated, and the consent to ve the verdict of the ot oan 4 
meant no more than that they agreed to that verdict as a unanimous 
verdict, that it was really a question of the intention of the parties in so 
accepting the verdict, and the learned i was within his j 
in so treating it, and hearing the app ion for a new trial. Appeal 
dismiseed.—Counser, Scott Fox; Spearman. Sorscrrons, EB, Ricketts, tor 
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C. B. Cottam, Ludlow, Chester; Mayhew, Broome, $ Grifithes, for Weyman, 


Ludlow. 
(Reported by Sir Suznstow Baxzr, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.} 


SMITH +. ROBINSON—2nd June. 


LANDLORD AND Trnant—Covzenant TO PAY CHARGES—NUISANCE ARISING 
FROM CONDITION OF Dramvs—‘‘\CHARGES CHARGED ON THE LEssoR IN RESPECT 
oF THE Premises ’’—Pustic Heatta (Loxpox) Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. 
c. 76). 

Appeal by the defendant from a decision of the judge of the Westminster 

County Court in favour of the tiff. By lease 

March, 1891, the plaintiff, W: Smith, t, 

Alfred Robinson, a house for the termof 17 years at the rent of £60. The 

leare contained a covenant by the defendant that he ‘‘ will 

continuance of this re, bear, and discharge all land tax, sewers 
rate, main drainage rate, all other rates, 

or impositions whatever, Parliamentary, or 

sally td pe Be rane Be sn teed nnieel esadioia ar oar 

taxed, charged, or upon , OF 
part ncaa a on the said yearly rent hereby reserved, or any part thereof, 
or on the lessor, his executors, and for or 
in sepedh at Gs ei eenees anne ee ee following 
terms: ‘‘ The lessee, his executors, administrators, assigns, will forth- 
with put the said premises into com: 
expense, and to the satisfaction the 
administrators, and from time to time, and at all times during the said 
term hereby granted, at his and their own proper costs and charges, well 
and sufficiently repair, ga uphold, maintain, pave, cleanse, glaze, 
amend, and keep the said messuage or tenement and —_— hereby 
demised, with all and sin; the appurtenances, and all walls, 

posts, rails, pavements, sinks, sewers, drains, gutters, vaults, houses 

office, and watercourses thereto belonging, or in any wise ae | 

in, by, and with all needful and necessary snags By when, where, d 

Pui 


as often as need or occasion shall . ain Ue waa) ast, 


a 


uire 
The landlord incurred expenses un 
1891, in remedying nuisances arising from the drains of the house, and he 
brought an action against the defendant to recover these expenses from 
him. The county court judge held that these expenses were a charge 
upon the lessor in respect of the premises, and gave judgment for the 
plaintiff. The defendant appealed. 

Tur Covrt (Matrnew and Wricurt, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Wurcent, J., after stating the facts and the covenants above set out, 
said :—The case seems to be covered by authority, unless it is - 
able on the ground that this is not a new drain. We have come to the 
conclusion that the covenant does “pply. The whole matter is statutory, 
and arises out of the exercise by the local authority of its power to control 
in the public interest the condition of house property. e ‘nuisance ” 
itself may be merely the creation of the statute, ¢.g.,a nuisance only to 
the health of the occupier himself. The work to be done may be different 
from that which is necessary to abate a common law nuisance or to satisfy 
the repairing covenant. The expenses are recoverable by the local 
authority by statutory means. They are made a charge on the owner. 
The case is therefore within the words of the covenant, and, that being so, 
the cases as to new drains and Ley hp eee apply. Tenants have got 
off where there was no such word in the covenant as ‘‘ charge,”’ ‘‘ duty,’’ 
or “‘ outgoing,”’ or where there were no words peng upon 
the owner. But where the words are sufficient we must hold the intention 
to be that the owner shall get his rent clear of all deductions. Appeal 
dismissed.—Counset, Lynden Bell; Cluer. Soxscrrors, Thos. Dyson § Co ; 
Lovell, Son, § Pitfield. 

(Reported by J. E. Apovs, Barrister-at-Law. } 


REG. v. BELLIS—C.C.R., 17th June. 


Camiunan Law —Anpvuction or OnILD UNDER THE AGE OF FouRTREN 
Years ny Force on Fravp—Consgnt mnpucep py Fravp upon Parent 
ov CuILp. 

Case reserved by Vaughan Williams, J., from the Ruthin 8S 
Assizes. The prisoner was under 24 & 25 Vict. c. 100, s. 56, wi 
ha feloniously and unla y by force taken away a child under th 
age of fourteen a with intent to deprive the father 

e possession of the said child; a second count substi allegation 
of taking away by fraud for the allegation of taking away by force. The 
evidence shewed that the took away the child means 
child which induced 


a 
5 


poe cg or detain any pte per Rs of yoo es 
tent to deprive a t, , or person 
caze or charge of wach child of the pesseasion Of such child SE hia 
shall be guilty of felony.’’ 

Tue Oovar (Lord Cotzrinas, 0.J., and Hawxins, Maruew, Cavs, and 
Day, JJ.) held that the con right. 

Lord Corzrrpor, 0.J.—The evidence here shews a taking away of a 


child by means of a fraud practised upon the t, not upon the child 
The case has been stated upon a raised by Rey 
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(Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law. } 


LEGAL NEWS. 
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Mr. Francis C. Gonz, barrister-at-law, has been Recorder of 
Can’ , in succession to Mr. Meadows White, Q.C. Mr. Gore was 
called to the bar in 1870. 

Mr. Gzorncr Atszrt Brower, solicitor, Leeds, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Bromet was admitted in November, 1885. 


Mr. Tomas Wasurvretron Cuamazrs, solicitor, Brighouse, has been 
oP ee Se Se Mr. Chambers was admitted in 


Mr. Hvex Gaesnrretp Docerrr, solicitor, Bristol, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Doggett was admitted in Hilary, 1875, 
after passing the Final Examination with honours. 

Mr. Hzragrt Joun Fisxuen, solicitor, eee es bee. seats © 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Fisher was admitted in April, 1885. 


| 


Mr. Evwarp Faanom, B.A., LL.M. Camb., solicitor, Stow-on-the- 
We eee a on Mr. Francis was 
in February, 1884. 


Mr. Henay Wx. Gazer, solicitor, Ludlow, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Green was admitted in February, 1881. He is 
clerk to the magistratee for Clun and Purslow Division. 

Mr. Epwarp Atazrt Kxrenrt, solicitor, has been a 
Commissioner for Onthe. Br. was in April, 1887. 

Mr. Epear Oxiver Goss, solicitor, the Vestry House, Laurence Pount- 
ney-hill, B.C, has been appointed & Commissioner for Oaths Mr. Goss 
was admitted in July, 1 

Penperst Henezat, solicitor, Caerleon, Mon- 
‘i ted a Commissioner for Oaths, Mr. Herbert was 
admitted in April, 
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Mr. Henry Barrett Grosvenor Hitt, solicitor, Birmingham, has been 
ee Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hill was admitted in April, 
1 


Mr. 
N.W., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
admitted in July, 1886. 

Mr. Parcy Norrnore Leer, solicitor, Bradford, has jbeen appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Lee was admitted in March, 1885. 


Mr. Frepertrc Jvt1an Maprortn, solicitor, Bridlington, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Medforth was admitted in 
July 1885. 

Mr. Percy Naytor, solicitor, Keighley, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Naylor was admitted in April, 1887, after passing 
the Final Examination with honours. He is law clerk to the Haworth 
Local Board of Health. 


Mr. Danret Owen, solicitor, Swansea, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Owen was admitted in August, 1884. 


Mr. Mortmer Rooxe, B.A. Oxon., solicitor, 13, Clement’s-inn, Strand, 
W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Rooke was 
admitted in August, 1880. 

Mr. Atzert Epwarp Scorer, solicitor, 9, New-inn, Strand, W.C., has 
been *P inted a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Scorer was admitted in 
July, 1885, after passing the Final Examination with honours. He 1s 
London deputy for the sheriff of Lincolnshire, and also for the sheriff of 
the city of Lincoln. 

Mr. Henry Bropricx Tuompson, solicitor, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Uaths. Mr. Thompson was admitted 
in February, 1881. 

Mr. Eric Ricuarp Warp, solicitor, Plymouth, has been appointed a 
Commiesioner for Oaths. Mr. Ward was admitted in January, 1887. 

Mr. Arruvr Wa xer, solicitor, New Mills, Derby, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Walker was admitted in April, 1888. 

Mr. Rosert Borrowman, solicitor, 8, Hart-street, Mark-lane, E.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Borrowman was admitted 
in April, 1887. 


Cuartes Lyatt Hui, solicitor, 47, Belsize-avenue, Hampstead, 
Mr. Hill was 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vutrons. 
Cuaries Epwarp Freeman and Gzorce Lewis Batxey, solicitors (Brook, 
, & Batley), Huddersfield, and 89, Chancery -lane, London. 
June 3. 
Franx Gusu and Atsert Epwarp Tiere tt, solicitors (Gush & Tim- 
brell), 80, Coleman-street, London. May 20. (Gazette, June 16. 





GENERAL. 


It is announced that civil business will not be taken on the Midland 
Circuit before the following dates :— Northampton, Thursday, the 29th of 
June; Leicester, Tuesday, the 4th of July; Lincoln, Tuesday, the 11th 
of July; Nottingham, Monday, ‘the 17th of July; Derby, Monday, the 
24th of July; Birmingham, special juries, not before August 2. 

It is announced that the Queen has approved of the use and recognition 
throughout her Majesty’s dominions of the title of Honourable, at present 
ns only locally to members of Executive or Legislative Councils 

seessing responsible government, for so long as they may 
vena entitled thereto. 

By the entrance to the Strangers’ Gallery of the Houre of Commons, 
says the Aang News, there banga a list of Select Committe2s engaged. 
during the 7 their various inquiries. One entry, which on Tues- 
day much notice, ran as follows :—‘‘ Midwives—(To choose 
p< Aen and settle order of proceedings).’’ 

On Monday afternoon at the Imperial Institute Sir Raymond West read 
@ paper on “‘ The Criminal Law and Procedure of the Ancient Hindoos 
pe with Modern Systems.’’ In the penal sphere, he said, the law 

Hindoos was a siriking reflex of their phi osophic al and ethical 
conception. The general soundness of the theory of sanctions and 
ts framed five or six centuries before our era might well excite 
a peuihment when compared with the chaotic state of the penal laws of 
Europe until a very recent time. In the Hindoo system formulated by 
Manu penances of the severest kind were prescribed to avert torments in 
the life to come, but the temporal penalty was well marked as an instru- 
ment of social order. The rules of criminal procedure were fitted to the 
circumstances of the — and many of them were far less cruel than 
the procedure in England. The well-planned system of Manu crumbled 
to jth mf because ino was no wholesome eense of responsibility —_ 
ae of justice, and no energizing principle springing from the 
=e. They now eaw in India a striking revival of judicial 
sochtay and ability ; and there was reason to hope for a complete resurrec- 
tion of constructive juridical genius. 


Maxcuystex Conronation.—The Bank of England are authorized to 
receive tenders for an iseue of £1,500, 000 Manchester Corporation 1891 
Redeemable Stcck, bearing interest at : 3 per cent. per annum. Tenders 


must be delivered at the Chief Cashier's Office before two o'clock on Tues- 
day, the 27th inst., and the minimum price, below which no tender will 
, has been fixed at 98 per cent. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota ov Reaistrars 1n ATTENDANCE ON 





Date. AppraL CourT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Monday, June 258 Mr. Beal Mr. Godfrey Mr. Jackson 
Tuesday... 27 Pugh Leach Clowes 
28 Beal Godfrey Jackson 
29 Pugh Leach Clowes 
30 Beal Godfrey Jackson 
1 Pugh h Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STIRLING. Kexewicn. Romer 
26 Mr. Carrington Mr. Rolt Mr. Ward 
27 Lavie Farmer <oumpectan 
28 Carrington Rolt Ward 
29 Lavie Farmer ao ag 
..30 Carrington Rolt Ward 
Sasinisvesl 1 Lavie Farmer Pemberton 








TRINITY SITTINGS, 1893. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
Appgat Cover, I. 


Final and interlocutory appeals from the 
Queen’s Bench Division, the Probate, 
Divoree, and Admiralty Division (Ad- 
miralty}, and the Queen’s Bench Division 
Sitting in Bankruptcy. 

App motns ex pte—o 
| mo —apps from o 

Mon., July 10( —- 4 on interlocutory mots 

and ae trial paper if re- 


quir 
Tuesday... 1) 
Wee. sccsce 13 New trial paper 
Thurs........ 13 3) 
Friday ...... a Bhay apps and new trial 
Saturday ...15...New trial paper 
App motns ex pte —_ 
mots — apps from 
Monday ......17 { made on interlocutory mots 
and Q B final appeals if 
required 
: ee 18 ) 
Wed. .........19} Q B final apps 
Thursday ...20 ) 
Friday ...... 21 way apps and Q B final 


Saturday ...22...Q B final apps 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — apps from oa 


Monday ....24; made on interlocutory mots 
Secelie ( & new trial pa if required 
DF cases 
—_ vate hed 2 | New trial paper 
ursday ...27 ‘ 
Friday ...... 98 — apps and new trial 
Saturday ...29...New trial paper 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — apps from o 
Monday ...... 31 ( made on interlocutory mots 


and Q B final appeals if 
ired 


Tues., any. 2 
Wed. QB final apps 
Thursday .. “3s 
Friday 7 4 | Bkey apps and Q B final 


Saturday ... 5...Q B final apps 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots—apps from Ps ten 


Monday ... aa labeler snete oak 
‘| new trial paper if required 

Tuesday ... 8) 

Wed. . 9} New trial paper 

Thursday . 0) 

Friday .......11| { Bkey apps and new trial 

Saturday ...12.. a paper 


(with Assessors 


N.B.—Admiralty A 
ys to be appointed 


will be taken on 
by the court. 

Sreciat Norice.—In consequence of the 
limited state of the Appeal List the 
above general arrangement will be sub- 
ject to modification by the Judges, of 
which =: notice will appear in the Daily 
Cause 


Aprgat Covrt, II. 


Final and interlocutory appeals from the 
Chancery, and te, Divorce, and 
Admiralty Divisions (Probate and Di- 
voree), and the County Palatine and 

ies Courts. 


ia, Oy 3 1) { Chan final apps 


y 
A motns ex 
‘olcctonr dds made 

Wel, iniesise 12( on in tory mots ( 
list) and Chan “inal apps if 
oon Bn 

Thursday ...13 

Friday 14 

Saturday . 15) Chan final apps 

Monday ..,.17 j 

Tuesday ...18 





App motns ex pte—or P 
mots—apps from ords ma 


Wed. .........19{ on interlocutory mots ( (> 
{ist and Chan final apps if 
required 
Thursday ..20 
Friday ...... 21 
turday . = Chan final apps 
Monday..... 
Tuesday... 35 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
| mots—a apps from ords made 
Wednesday 26 { on interlocutory mots (se 
( list) and Chan final apps if 
| required 
| Thursday ...27 \ 
Friday ..28 
Setustey .29 ) Chan final apps 
Monday . 81 
Tues., Aug. 1 
/ App oe ex pte—orgl 
7 mots—apps from ords made 
WE, s.iscciss on inter ocutory mots (sep 
* is and Chan final apps if 
required . 
e County Palatine apps and 
Thursday ... 3 Chan final apps 
Friday ...... 4) ) 
Sondey? inna 7 7 Chan final apps 
T+ 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
, {mots apps from ords made 
oo on interlocutory mots (sep 
ie and Chan final apps if 
required 
Thursday 0) 
Friday ..... . Chan final apps 
Saturday .. 12) 


N.B.— wean Petitions (if any) are taken 
in Appeal Court IT. on every Monday 
at Eleven until further notice. 

Srectat Norice.—In consequence of the 

ited state of the Appeal List the 
above general arrangement will be sub- 
ject to modification by the Judges, of 
which due notice will appear in the Daily 
Cause List. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Caanceny Court, I. 
Mr. Justice CHITTY. 
Tucskay July ” Sitting in chambers 


12 Non wit list 
Thoreday vo 
Friday ...... 14...Mots and non wit list 
Pets, sht caus, procedure 
y 154 sums, opposed pets, and 
non wit list 
Monday..... 17...8itting in chambers 
18) 
( Non wit list 
..20 
Friday ...... 2i...Mots and non wit list 
{ Pets, sht caus, procedure 
Saturday ...22 / sums, opposed pets, and 


non wit list 
Monday...... ~ Sitting in chambers 


esday 25) 
Wednesday 26 Non wit list 
Thursday a7) 
Ss. -Mots and non wit list 
{ Pets, sht caus, opposed pets, 
Saturday ...29 procedure sums, and non 
wit list 


Monday.. oes Sitting in chambers 

Tues., ~1 ) 

Wednesday” : Non wit list 

Thursday . 

Friday ....... | Mots and non wit list 

Pets, sht caus, procedure 

Saturday sums, opposed pets, and 
{ non wit list 

Monday 7... Bitting in chambers 

Tues, 8.,.Mots and non wit list 
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Wed. ......... 9 ini main- | Tueeday...... 8.,,Mote an] gencral paper 
=" - } ape J aj cuss (puvee- These? ° aaa by order and gen pa 
Saturday ...12 ) dure), & non wit list Friday ...... 11} General paper 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. Two copies of minutes of the 
proposed judgment or order raust be left 
in court with the judge’s clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put in the 
paper. 

N.B.—In the weeks when witness actions 
are being tried further considerations Lonp Cuaxcettor’s Court. 
will not be taken. They will be taken on Mr. Justice STIRLING. 
Tuesdays in the weeks when non-witness Mon., July 10.. Sitting in chamt 

ical 


actions are being heard. Tuesd y ll 


same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. Two copies of minutes of the 
roposed judgment or order must be left 
m court with the judgo’s clerk the day 
before the cause is to be put in the paper. 


N.B.—The following Papers on Further | Wed.......... 12 
Consideration are required for the use of | Thursday ...13 ) Witness actions 
the Judge, viz. :—T wo Copies of Minutes | Friday ...... 14 
of the proposed Judgment or Order, 1 Saturday i |] 
Copy Pleadings, and 1 Copy Chief Clerk’s | Monday......17...Sitting m chambers 
Certificate, which must be left in Court | Tuesday ...14 
with the Judge’s Clerk one clear day ee 9 P 
before the Further Consideration is ready | Thursday ...2) ) Witness actions 
to come into the paper. riday ...... 21 
Saturday ...22 
Monday... . 24...Sitting in chambers 
Cuaancery Covrt, II. Tuesday ...2 ) 
Mr. Justice NORTH. ws General paper 
Mon, July 10...Sitting in chambers Friday pete 28...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 
EE Re a 5 "7 er 
Wed. 12 General paper Saturday ...29 } = ome gem adj sums, 
Thursday ...13 ) iehiner tna 1 
Friday 14...Mots and adj sums Monday, ....81...Bitting in 


Tues,, Aug. 1; Remaining pets, adj sums, 


Saturday ...15...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 

Monday 17...8itting in chambers Thewdiey? : ' rT = A gen pa 
Tuesday ...18 - vithag 

Wed. .. 19 ( General paper —— ape : } Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 
Thursday ...20 oy ha 

Friday ......21.. Mots and adj sums Monday...... 7...Sitting in chambers 


Tuesday .. .. 8...General paper 
Wed. . Iger 


Saturday ...22 ..Sht caus, pets,and adj sum | wog ° 9...Mots an 


Monday......24 ..Sitting in chambers oa 

Tuesday ...25 ) Pradae'Y 7° | Remaining mots & gen pa 
Wednesday 26 ) General paper Sat y “ety 13.. Sitting in chambers 
Thursday 27) batteeuhcls s 

Friday ......28...Mots and adj sums Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
Saturday ...29...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum cause must be so marked.in the cause 
Monday ....31...8itting in chambers book at least one clear day before the 
Tues., Aug. 1 } same can be put in the paper to be so 
Wed. .. 2) General paper heard, and the necessary papers, includ- 





Thursday ... 3 ing minutes of the pro judgment or 
Friday ...... 4...Mots and adj sums order, must be left with the judge’s clerk 
Saturday ... 5.. Sht caus, pets,andadj sum |; one clear day before the cause is to be 
Monday .... 7...Sitting in chambers ‘put into the paper. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Trintry Srrtres, 1893. 
Crown Paper. 
For Judgment. 
Denbighshire The Queen v Great Western Railway Co Nisi for manda- 
mus to lay and restore railway line 
London The Queen v Jj’s, &c of London and London County Council 
Nisi for prohition 
London In re London Provident Building Society and Building Society's 
Act, 1874, & In re Companies Act, 1862 to 1890, between ths above- 
named Soc & Morgan (widow) & anr county court plaintiffs’ appeal. 
Yorkshire, Leeds Race v Schofield county court defendant Schofield's 


appeal 
For Argument. 

Essex Bradley & anr v Rose Magistrate’scase re-stated—S 0 till Law- 
rance, J, and Wright, J, sit together 

Essex The Queen v E N Buxton, Esq & ors, Jj, &c (expte Bradley) Nisi 
for certiorari for conviction (to come on with No 1) 

Eseex The Queen v Same (Ex parte Hyde) Nisi for certiorari for con- 
viction (to come on with No. 1) 

Somersetshire, Taunton G W Ry Co v Sharman County Court dft’s 
app (part heard May 28, 1892, Mathew, J, and Wright, J 

Middlesex The Queen v Burrows (expte Robinson) Nisi for quo warranto 
as vestry clerk of Tottenham 

Worcestershire The Queen v Mayor, &c, of Worcester 
damus to obey order of Local Government Board 

Middlesex The Quoen v Guardians of Staines Union (expte Local Govern- 
ment Board) nisi for mandamus to drain Sunbury 

Middlesex The Queen v The Staines Local Board - Nisi for mandamus to 
obey order of Local Government Board at instance of Local Govern- 
ment Board 

Lancashire The Queen v Justices, &c, for the County of Lancaster Nisi 
for mandamus to hear app agamst conviction at instance of F Wilson 

Met Pol Dist London County Council v Lawrence & Sons Magistrate's 
case 

Met Pol Dist The Queen v Marsham, Esq, Met Pol mag and London 
County Council (expte Ellis) Nisi for certiorari for order 

Cheshire, Birkenhead Stewart v vere county court defendant's appea 

es ~ eet Edwards v Welsford & Co county court isin 
tiff’s appea 

Middlesex, Bow Curle v Lester & anr, trustees, &c. County court dfts’ 


ap 
Middlesex, Westminster Rowan v Young & Co County court dfts’ app 
Middieeex, Bloomsbury Clarke vy Camp County court plt’s a 
Middlesex, Westminster Smith vy Robinson Oounty court dft’s app 


nisi for man- 





Yorkshire (W.R) Lower Stafforth and Tickhill Highway Board v Hat. 
field Chase Peat Moss Litter Co. Ma "s case 

Northumberland —_ v Porritt & ors Magistrate’s case 

Lincolnshire, parts of Lindsey Otter v Edgley Magistrate's case 

South Shields The Queen v Wardle, Esq & ors, Jj, &c (expte Dowson) 
Nisi for certiorari for conviction 

Leicestershire, Ashby-de-la-Zouch The Reservoir Pipe & Fire Brick 
Manufacturing Co v Phillips county court deft’s app 

Surrey, Southwark Fairbairn v Smith & ors county covrt plt’s app 

Devonshire Burrow, jun v Gillingham Magistrate's care 

Surrey, Southwark Scriven Bros & Co v The London Butchers’ Hide & 
Skin Co,1d county court defts’ app 

Blandford The Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons v Groves Magis- 
trate’s care 

Warwicksbire, Birmingham Cornforth & Co v Hougham & anr county 
court defts’ app 

Sussex, Brighton Tester & anr v Smith and ors (Hedgcock, third party) 
county court defts’ and third party’s app 

Dorsetshire, Poole Tilly Lonnen(Lonnen,clm') Coun'y Court plt’sapp 

Durham Press v Bowes & Parinera, ld Magi-trate’s case 

Kent, Tunbridge Wells Cooper & Son v Addie Bros County Court 
Charles Birch Addie’s app 

Northumberland, Newcastle Pa'tison v Brown & Son County court 

It's a 

nicthemtietend. Newcastle 
court defts’ app 

Surrey, Farnham and Aldershot 
plt’s app 

Cambridgeshire, Newmarket 
plt’s app 

Rochdale Scott & ors v Wilson & ors Magistrate's ca-e 

Surrey Chertsey Union v Clerk of Peace, Surrey Magistrate's case 

Surrey, Lambeth Parsons v Harris County court deft’s app 

Lincolnshire The Queen v Deeping Fen Drainage Tru tees (ex parte J. 
Benner) Nisi for mandamus to maintain and bridge F 

Bristol Trustees Bristol Cattle Market v Incorporation of Bristol & ors 
Magistrate's case as 

Yorkshire (W R) Manchester, &¢ Ry Co v Doncaster Union Quarter 
Sessions, 12 & 13 Vict c 45, s 11 

Somerset-hire King’s Sedgmoor, &c Draioage District Board v Somerset- 
shire Drainage Commrs Quarter Sessims Appellants’ nisi to quash 

Glamorganshire Jones v Davies Magi-trate’s ce 

Surrey, Kingston Mills v Wheatley & Sons County court defts’ app 

Devonshire Chudley v Chudley Magistrate’s case 

Yorkshire (WR) Allen v Lumb Magistrate's case P 

Surrey, Lambeth Brand v Willoughby County Court deft’s app 

Oxfordshire The Queen v Jj's of Oxford (expte Fiiat) Nisi for man- 
damus to hear appeal 

Middlesex Attfield v Tyler Magistrate's case . 

Suffolk, Lowestoft Baker v G r County court deft's app , 

Glamorganshire, Merthyr Tydfil Price v Williams County court deft’s 


Reei & anr v Shire Moor Coil Co County 
Simmonds v Heath County court 


Stevens v Denson & ors County court 


a 

Gindoetendihon Dewhurst v Eddles Magistrate's case 

Cumberland, Whitehaven Holmes vy Bain& Co Countycourt defts’ app 

Bristol The Queen v Mayor, &c of Bristol (expte Lorymer & anr) Nisi 
for mandamus to take up a : : 

Met Pol Dist London pgm A Council v eo &C . Magistrate's case 

London Tylor & Sons v Mansbridge County cour 

Darham The Queen v Felling District Local Board (expte Davidson) 
Nisi for mandamus to ner plans 

Leicestershire Mayor, &c Leicester v Churchwardens, &c Beaumont Leys 
& ors Quarter Sessions Appellants’ nisi to quash 

Leicestershire Mayor, &c Leicester v Churchwardens, &c Anstey & ors 
Quarter Sessions appellants’ nisi to quash : 

Lincolnshire, Lincolau Nelson v Roberts county court deft’s app 

Middlesex, Brompton Whittaker vCoben&anr county court defts’ app 

Same v Same 

Northumberland, Morpeth Storey & ors v Armstrong & ant 
court defts’ a " 

Surrey, Wandsworth Tribe & Co v Ward county court Defendant's 
a 1 

Pr oy Wandsworth Same v Same & C E M Jenkins county court 
C E M Ward & C E M Jenkins’ a 2 

Sunderland Sidgwick v Sunde Gas Co Magistrate's case - 

Hampshire, Bournemouth Donelan v Littler county court Defendant's 


a 1 

Gener, Lauteath Dana v Tidd (Palmer, clmt) county court Plaintiff's 
appeal 

Eeck ‘The Queen v Cook, Eeq, & anr, jj, &e, and Salter (expte Dorling) 
Nisi and certiorari for order 

Middlesex, Brompton Evans v Sharp & anr (Gower, clmnt) county court 
Claimant’s a: , 

Southampton Queen v Freshwater, Yarmouth & Newport Ry Co 
(expte May) Nisi for mandamus to take upaward 

Southampton The Queen v Freshwater, Yarmouth and Newport Ry Co 
(expte t) Nisi for mandamus to take up award 

Middlesex The Queen v Guardians of Mile End Old Town (expte Myers) 
Nisi for mandamus to enforce Vaccination Acts 

—- Birmingham Levenberg v Wykes county court Defend- 
ant’s @ 

Kent, Convene Cullerne & ors v Walker county court Plaintiff's appeal 

; Glamorganshire Thorney v Shoot Magistrate's case 


county 
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Warwickshire, Sieninghen Hill v Poppleton & anr (trading, &c) county 
court Defendant's a ppeal 

Shropshire, Ludlow Groom vShuker county court Defendant’s appeal 

The Queen v Assessment Committee of St Marylebone (expte 

nag Nisi for mandamus to appoint person to make provisional valua- 


Kingston-upon-Hull Hull Docks Co at Kingston-upon-Hull v Guardians, 
— of — Union Quarter Sessions Special case 12 & 13 Vict 
c 45,812 

London Williams v Roehrich Mayor’s court plaintiff’s appeal 


Staffordshire, West Bromwich Hadley vy Chapman county court Plain- 


tiff’s appeal 
Glamorganshire The Queen v Neath & Brecon Ry Co Nisi for fine and 
writ of abatement 
Met Pol Dist Bowyer v The Percy Supper Club ld magistrate’s case 
, Pontypridd Tucker Bros ld v Norman & Son County 
court 
Durham, 


Its’ app 

underland Brewster (by next Friend) v Sunderland Cycle Co 

ld County court dfts’ app 

Middlesex, Brompton Seskinen & Sons v Collier (trading, &c) County 
court dft’s “pp 

Durham NE Ry Cov Heslop magistrate’s case 

Durham SamevHopps magistrate’s case 

Durham Same v Jackson magistrate’s case 

London Dunn (trading, &c) Girvin & anr Mayor’s Court dfts’ app 

Middlesex, Bow Thorne & Cov Campbell County court dft’s app 

Flintshire Halkyn District Mines Drainage Co v Holywell Union Assess- 
ment Committee & Churchwardens, &c of H Parish Same v Said 
Assessment & Churchwardens, &c of Northop Parish Quarter Sessions 
applte’ nisi to quash 

enshire The Queen v Justices for the County of Carmarthen 

(expte Llanelly Ry Co} Nisi to hear appeal (In re Llanelly Parish) 

Carmarthenshire The Queen vSame Nisi to hear appeal (In re Lannon 


Parish) 

Berkshire The Queen v Morland, Esq, anr (expte Swinburne & ors) Nisi 
for mandamus to hear app 

Herefordshire The Queen v Recorder of Hereford (expte Allington) Nisei 
for certiorari for order of sessions 

London Keller (widow) v Lindwall & Co County court Pitff’s app 

Lancashire, St Helens & Widnes In re the Tithe Act, 1891, and In re an 
me by Hughes against Rimner County court Rimner’s app 

oe Leeds Bagley, Willans & Co v Bairstow & anr County court 


A. ... be Queen v Rt Hon the Lord Mayor & anr (expte Boaler) Nisi 
for certiorari for orders of justices 

Met Pol Dist Holland & anrv Wallen Magistrate’s case 

Worcestershire Long v Wallen Magistrate's case 

Essex The Queen v Tottenham & Forest Gate Ry Co (expte Price) Nisi 
for certiorari for inquisition 

Middlesex, Westminster Vestry of St Martin-in-the-Fields vy Fuller 
County court Deft’s a 


Middlesex, Clerkenwell "Satan v Whymark County court Deft’s 
appeal 


Revenve Papen. 
Causes for Hearing. 


Attorney-Gen v Bumsted & anr By English information and answer 

Attorney-Gen v Felce & anr By English information and answer 

Attorney-Gen v Worrall By English information and answer 

Attorney-Gen v Llandisilio Commissioners (since dissolved) & ors By 
English information 

Attorney-Gen v Jacobs-Smith & ors By English information and answer 


Petitions. 
In re Duty on the Estate of the late Sir T. Gresham and In re Customs 
and Inland Revenue Act, 1885 


In re Succession Duty on the Estate of R Berridge, dec, and In re Suc- 
cession Duty Act (16 & 17 Vict c 51) 


Cases Stated as to Income Tax, House, and Stamp Duty. 


The Anglo-Continental (late Ollendorff’s) Guano Works, Applts, and Bell 
(Surveyor of Taxes), Respt 

Green (widow), Applt, and Vivian (Surveyor of Taxes), Respt 

Rothschild & Sons, Applts, and The Commissioners of Inland Revenue, 


The lomay Brewing Co (of Rochester) ld, Applts, and Wyatt (Sur- 
veyor of Taxes), Respt 


Attorney-Gen, Informt, and The Milford Docks Co, dfts 
J Foster & Son ld, applta, and The Commissioners of Inland Revenue, 


The Sobel Dynamite Trust Co ld, applts, and Wyatt (Surveyor of Taxes), 


Lord a ee applt, and Styles (Surveyor of Taxes), respt 
Wetan EC applt, and Caulcutt, respt 
Co, applte, and The Commissioners of Inland 


“Saianen 
Smith (Surveyor of Taxes), appit, and The Tonic Sol-Fa Co! 


Morant or of Taxes), t, and The Wheal Grenville ining Co, 








BIRTHS, eats = AND DEATHS. 


Hupsox. yh 16, at 17, Seutenstaiik tame Brighton, the wife of John Hudson Hudson, 


Porras. June 1 14, at 45, ‘Mill-lane, West Hampstead, the wife of Arthur Sidney Potter, 


Wnesuxn. June 2i, at Beckenham, Kent, the wite of George Brash Wheeler, solicitor, of 


MARRIAGES. 
Jounstone—Vow pez Mspex.—June 14, at Immanuel Gant. Streatham, Robert Stewart 
Johnstone, barrister-at-law, District 


Commissioner of to Helena Wilhelmina 
(Lennie), ), elder daughter of 0, Von der Meden, of Coventry , Streatham, and &, 


Tittstonz—Brown. pe 17, at the Parish Church, Preston, Brighton, Francis John 
Town Cam of Brighton, to Josephine Ramsden, widow of the late William 


Tillstone, 
Martin Brown, of Wi 
Watey—Scuioss.—June 21 By the West London Jolene Weieg Felix Waley, Ley 


at-law, to Ethel Esther, elder danghter of Daniel ° 
Wetmuan—Beayn.—June 17, at Joseph wpb Wels, 13, 
it. Luke’ re ee a ie, — o Hasriot » widow of George Bean, 
late of Ni Park, near 
DEATH. 


H —Si 14, at Marina, St. Leonard’s-on-Sea, George Bilsborrow Hughes, 
teneistenabiany re BP Rig 








Waauixe To nrenpive Hovss Puscuassns & Lussezs.—Before or senting 
a house have the Ganley Ges at One 
Westminster (Iistabe 18 1875), ~ my He F.. the Ventilation of Ofiose, ae’ Apve | oat 


“ Its f 13 stam written B. B 
= ie, a pest-Gvme or cape, wall WB apa, 


uccessfull while being 
thoroughly Educated and bya Wniveuity T Tutor.—[Apvrt.] 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fuiway, June 16. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loorep m Cuancery. 
. a on on bene Dt 26, to send their 
Avenemeas Box Co ye wel ther debts or y b ete 
3, Tokenhouse bldgs. Kings Bene yd. Lewis & Lav, ols for guia 
Exeter ye st, Limrrep—By an order made by Vaughan Williams, J, dated 
was ordered that the ‘voluntary winding up of the company be continued. 


Ta: As 'e ‘CoG Gt James or petner 

AHARAJAH (Mysore) Gotp , i Co, louse Contes ay ny 
before As 1, to send namees endl ofdsesses, and the particulars of debts 

° 's Arms 

Sourn Arrican Fixaxce anv Paosrectixe Sywpicate, Limirzp—Creditors are required, 
on or before Sept 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or ine. © Percy Alport Molteno and Walter Cecil Stronge, 314, Winchester 
House, Old 

Swepisu Rartway Equipment Co, ign P es are required, on or before July % 


to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
William Barclay Peat, 3, Lothbury 


London Gasette.—Turspay, June 20. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep 1x CHancerny 


Amapor Gotp Mine, Liurrep—Petn for wageeated 2 June 15, apes to be 
heard on July 8. G R Grant, 41, Norfolk st, Notice of appearing m 
the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in e afternoon of July 7 

Basoques & “<eweon & Dunn, 4 for June mo 36, 4 directed 4 be heard 
on J 8. ewson » solors for petners. 
Notice of Bo thy not Inter than 6 v’clock in the after: 
noon of July 7 

LiverPoo. axp District Potsion Te.zeruons Co, Laurrep—C on or 





before Aug 1, to send their names ere Cian oe tae 
claims, to Merrett Wade, $' Fenwick st, Liverpool 

Newport pon SS Fussisaine Co, yn a lee mute, on on or before Aug 9, to 
send addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
B Bear, Victoria Hall, Newport, Mon 


Norwich Mustarp Co, Sa ona are a seauive, on or before Aug 1, ws send their 
names and addresses, and So eee their debts or claims, to to Thomas Bi 
Qicen, s Norwich. Taylor & Sons, Norwich, and Wateon & Everitt, Norwich, j 


PA Desmaeasen Baitway Construction Co, Lee py are » pequizel. 
or before July 20, to their names and addresses, and debts 
or claims, to Huybers, 26, Austinfriars. dep leg A 5 
mon a It Petn f. ted June 15, directed to be 
HEATRICAL Tavst, Limirep— or i up, presen’ 
heard on Saturday, July 8. Wm Negus, Litehin’s inn inn fields, solor So 
otice of appearing ‘must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 0’ Yolock in 


noon of July 7 
Tiprets, Lanirap—Creditors are are sequined, on ge ox baleso July 31, to send their names and 
addresses, and ine Prhce & Ellison, 


to Thomas Bridgwater, Colmore 
lor liquidators . 
ge wr no SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Lovansonovon Junction Co-orgrative Society, Lunrep, 211, Coldharbour lane. June14 
Oras 99 ioe Lovoz ov Ixperexpext Opp Fauiows Socisty, Inn, Hebden, 
York. June l4 
Tanvesica Farexpiy Society, Lord Windsor’s Schoolroom, Tardebigg, Warwick. June 14 
Susrexpep vor Turgzz Mownrus. 


Aexayper Lovo Fairypiy Society, Commercial Hotel, Chapel Town, Pudsey. June 15 


row, 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Last Day ov Cram. 
London Gasette.—Fatway, June 9. 


Bamuozr, V Rev Canon Jamns, Brentwood, Hesex June 26 Lickorish & Bellord, 


B Ci ates, Finsbury clvens, Managing Direstor of Buenos Ayres Gueet 
AN Gouthern Rail Railway Co, Lim uly 21 Son, Finsbury circus 
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Bu.ixe, Joux, penntaten sq, Vauxhall, retired Butler July 10 Beaumont & Co, 


Boppy, ce, Ashton upon Mersey, Baker July 19 Heath & Sons, Manchester 
Baovourox, Frepericx Parrick, Colchester, Coal Merchant July 17 Marshall & Potter, 
Colchester 


Brown, Joux, Leytonstone, Essex, Gent July 10 Vincent & Vincent, Budge row 
Brauere, Percy eae Sav.ere, Clifton Down, nr Bristol Aug 15 Lawrence & Co, New 


overs, tana 6 Georcr, Talbot rd, Bayswater July8 Webster & Webster, Lincoln’s 
Cones, Tuomas, Ascot Vale, Melbourne, Victoria July17 Vallance & Vallance, Essex st, 
tran 


Corse.its, Ex1za Marsn, Torquay July 10 Bower & Lawford, Norfolk st, Strand 
Corroy, Jony, Gray’s inn square, Solicitor July 20 Cotton, Gray’s inn square 

Cox, Georcr Heyry, Harborne, Staffs, Architect July3 HG & J E Hill, Birmingham 
Dewick, Joun Marsnact, East Retford, Notts, Grocer July 1 Bescoby, Retford 
Earennacn, Patwirr, Fallowfield, nr Manchester, Gent July 31 Farrar & Co, Manchester 
Evans, WrtL14m, Mountain Ash, Glam, Gent July 30 Leyson, Mountain Ash 


Gaps, Witi1am, Tavistock crescent Westbourne Park, Licensed Victualler July 6 
Milner, Borough High st, Southwark 
Gz.t, Euiza, Clifton, Bristol July 31 Brittans & Co, Bristol 


Gwrxxs, 8 Sackxvittz Caantes Jonx Frepericx, Carmarthen, Esq July 15 Browne, 


Haion, coy Kizkburton, Yorks July 1 Beld.n & Ackroyd, Bradford 

Hazaisoy, Ricnarp Curnsenrt, Croydon, Surrey, Gent July 31 Allen & Edwards, Great 
Winchester st 

Henixc, Henry, Redhill, Surrey, Esq July9 Hyde & Co, Ely place 

Hicxs, Epmexp, Brean, Somerset, Gent July 24 Wm Smith & Sons, Weston super 

Hopcsox, Aww, Carlisle Ang? Cartmell & Burnett, Carlisle 

Hotpswortu, Mary, Gildorsome, Yorks, Widow July 1 Wooler, Leeds and Morley 

Jexxixson, Hannan, Carnforth, Lancs July 10 Johnson & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Isovp, Anne Risowizre, Leicester July 24 Owston & Co, Leicester 

Maywixc, Herzen Fanny, Stutton, Suffolk July 14 Reyroux & Co, Cannon si 

Masoy, Tuomas, Preston, Flagger June 30 Thompson & Oakey, Preston 

ones, Rssssare Ayn, Englefield Green, Surrey June 24 Wordsworth & Co, Thread- 


needle 
Moorz-Lane, Major General Tuomas Gorpon, the Avenue, Ealing June 30 les & 
Co, Gracech: = 


urch st 
Monziss, ee Gt Dover st, Southwark, Fur Merchant June 28 Waring, Borough 
Hig’ uth wark 


Ra 4 ey Bath July 21 Stone & Co, Bath 
Namy, Jouy, Hensingham, Cumbrid, Gent July1 Atkinson & Bennett, Whitehaven 
a. ~ io Chapel st, Belgrave sq July6 Hopgoods & Dowson, White- 


P 
Price, Tuomas, Whalley Range, Manchester, Gent Julyé6 Heywood & Co, Manchester 
Rosinsox, Witt1AM, Pinchbeck, Lincs, Farmer July 6 Maples & Son, Spalding 
Siack, agoum, Hayfield, co Derby, Paper Manufacturer July29 Needham & Co, Man- 
Sarrn, IsapettaA Many, Inverness terrace, Kensington July 15 Cope & Co, Great 


George st, Westminster 
Tayior, FReperick Henrvenrt, Leigh, Lancs, Solicitor, July 10 Rowland Taylor, Bolton 


me, wt a bag Rosert, Cadogan place, Chelsea,Gent July 14 Allen & Edwards, Great 
inchester 
weer Hon 4 Francis Louisa, Richmond, Surrey July 24 Bertram, Norfolk st, 


Tomtinsox, WiLL1aM Jorn, Sotentateas Howe, Guonersbury, E:q July 10 Bannister 
& Co, John st, Bed ford ro 

Tutetr, Manaarer, South Shields June 30 Clayton & Gibson, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Urrox, Joun, Daventry, retired Baker July 10 Roche, Daventry 

Waoy, Exizasetu, Leamington July 31 Wright & Hassalls, Leamington 

Waoy, Joux, Leamington, Gent July 31 Wright & Hassalls, Leamington 

Wavy, Mary Any, Leamington July 31 Wright & Hassalle, i 

oe Pn Thropton, Rothbury, Northumbrid July 18 Chapple & Co, 


e 
Woop, Josnua, Earlsheaton, nr Dewsbury, Gent July 1 Wooler, Leeds and Morley 








London Gasetie.—Turspay, June 13. 
Atway, Wituram, Coal Depot, Corsham, Wilts, Coal Merchant Aug 9 Sim- 
Baw Tacek. Bt Austell, Cornwell, Gent July 12 Carlyon & Stephens, St Austell 
Buiacxtock, Ertex, Didsbury, nr Manchester Aug2 Farrar & Co, Manchester 
Bovtrox, Rosert, Norwich, Cabinet Maker July 1 Prior, Norwich 
Brook, Joux, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Woollen Carder July 13 Baxter, Huddersfield 
Browx, Wiiu1am Warts, Caterham Valley, Surrey, Gent Aug 10 Carter & Barber, 


Canrszr, Rosert Fexwx, Southend, Essex, Gent July 10 Woodard & Hood, Billiter st 
Cottert, Caantes, Wolverhampton, Coal Merchant July 8 Court & Perry, Wolver- , 


Conve, Secgoune, Alexandra rd, St John’s Wood, Architect July 13 Coburn, Leaden- 


Crooks, James, 8t Helens, retired Timber Merchant July 8 Lom.x, St Helens 
Curraxcz, Exy, Falmouth, Gent July13 Jenkins, Falmouth 
Davipsox, Georce Ramsay, Liverpool, Commission Agent July 13 Peacock & Co, 


Daviss, Witt1am Geore Seine Commercial rd East, Chemist July 28 Swep- 
Cun, hs lon Baownens Many Anre, Godan guedens arrer & Co, Lin- 
eeneten La, oh July 3i FF & Co, 
's 
Forster, Isasetta, Berwick upon Tweed July 8 J C & R Weddell, Berwick upon 
Maxeer, Seouew Burret, Clarges st, Piccadilly, Esq July 15 Crawley & Co, White- 


place 
Hewpenson, Jouy, Penarth, Glam, Gent August 1 Cousins, Cardiff 
Jowzs, Coantes Henry Starrorp, Clifton, Bristol, Esq July15 A G & N G Heaven, 


Kiraway, Jouyx StratrorD, July 15 & RB Christchurch 
am Bournemouth, Esq \y Sharp umsey, 


Lippe.t, Axn12, Smithdown lane, Liverpool July 13 Jones & Co, Liverpool 
Love, Gesamte | wey St Austell, Cornwall, Silk Mercer August § Carlyon & 


Mappreseck, Taomas, Kingston upon Hull, Gent August1 Leak & Co, Hull 
Mencer, Jouy, the younger, Gt Ormond st, Bank Clerk July 3 Lunnon, Gt St Helens 
winae, Rowsso Matra, Rithenl, Sorey Wells Gagee July 15 Lamb & Taylor 


Morrat, Jeune Sheng, Bank Sub-Manager July 12 Harwood & Stephenson, 


st 
Moopy, Jouy, Southsea, Gent August1 Way & Son, Portsea 


Moors-Layg, Mahon Senet Taomuas Gorvos, The Avenue, Ealing June 30 Argles & 
Morais, *Perer, Atherton, Lancs, Gent Sept 8 Whitaker, Duchy Lancuster Office, 


Pavwer, = Lord Wii.1am, St James’ sq July 25 Garrad & Co, Suffolk st, 


East 
Pont, es Nuthampstead, Barkway, Herts July 3 Fawssett, Royston, Herts and 
Powe.t, Rey Townsexv, Quinton Vicarage, Glos July 17 Crawley, Arnold, & Co, 
Whitehall place 


Ress, Carouins, Princes gate July 14 Slater, Heelis, & Co, Manchester 
Serru Loum, Pustie ot, Betinal Grom, Idseenned Vistuelies July 13 Brown, Corn 


avenue, —— 
Suurt, Mary Axx, Moxley, June 2% Slater & Co, Darlaston 
Sr Aupyn, Marrna, Chertsey, Surrey July 31 Allingham, Bucklersbury 
Tarrersatt, Jouy, Seaforth, Lancs, Builder June 30 Bartlett & Atkinson, Liverpool 
Toot, Gzorcs Sue, See place, Dorset square, Licensed Victualler July 26 
Nash, Field & Co, Da st 
Turtox, Hannan, Selly Park, nr Birmingham July 29 Johnson & Co, Birmingham 
Waxenan, Frances, Braintree, Essex July 1 E Holmes, Bocking, Braintree 
Warts, Exaa, Erpingham, Norfolk September6é Keith, Blake & Co, Norwich 
Warremone, Exiza, Clevedon, Somerset, Grocer July 15 Cossham, Brist2l 
Wurres, Davip, Llandudno, Gent September1 Thorn, Ironbridge, Salop 
Wurrmors, Mary Axx, Dursley, Glos July 10 Vizard, Wendon & Co, Dursley 
Wit.is, Axx, Bampton rd, Forest Hill July 31 King & McMillin, Bloomsbury sq 
Ww compen, Lieutenant Mortmer Kerret, RN Withoutdelay Bell & Co, Timesta’s 


inn 
Woopixe, Wiii1am, Bethnal Green rd, Estate Agent JulyS Voss, Bethnal Green ri 
Yarowey, Jonx, Manufacturer July 13 Docker, 























































BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gaszette.—Faivay, June 16. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Batty, James, Swansea, Commercial veller Swansea 
June 12 Ord guns 12 
Bare, A, late Whitec 
Court Pet May 2 POrd June 13 June 12 
Buaceury, Cuaries, Leadenhall st. 
High ‘Court Pet June 13 Ord June 13 
Bone Simeon, Yeadon, Yo 
Leeds Pet Junel4 Ord June 1 


une 18 Ord June 1 


une 12 Ges Some 
Guy, Joszrn, Madeley, 
Pet May 26 Ord June 14 


Ord June 1 


une 13 Ord Jupre 13 


ae ye Oldbury, —. ‘Houlier West Brom- | Lampert, sue aay, Tobacconist Burnley Pet | 


Pet June 12 Ord Ju 12 June 18 


Bramary, WitiiaM, oidha, ‘Newsagent Oldham Pet | Lewis, Fray«, Ghalford, Glos, Coffee Tavern Keeper | Wasa Daviw Capiroa, Soman, Glam, Draper 


June9 Ord June 9 Gloucester Pet June 12 


Coors, Harry Hoivawp, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler | Lixa, Joux Guiup, Lowestoft, Plumber Gt Yarmouth | Wittrams, Roozr, Cheltenham, Tuilor 
Pet June 3 Ord June 14 
Pet June 12 | Mappockx, Wr.t1am_ Epwaarp, Liverpool, 


Nottingham Pet June 12 Ord June 12 
Carwosox, aticnarp, Salford, Baker Salford 
June 12 Li Pet June 12 


Crovon, Josern McGaraon, Regent st, Jeweller High | Manxs, Cuances, Stafford, Boot 
$1 Ord Jane 12 
Swansea, Coachbuilder Swansea Pet 


Pet May 16 Ord June 12 
Datzie,, Groner, Eowarp Daxatet, and Taomas Borrow | Pauwer, Jaw 
Gticanisr Seprimvus Davzret, Fleetst, Printers High June 1 June 1 
Pet June 12 Oss June 12 Prweit, Wituam Heway, 
Daws, Tuomas, Newton Abbot, June 12 Ord June 12 
Pet June 14 Ord June 14 General 
Dawsox, Joux Epwarv, Heworth, York, Butcher York Ord June 12 
Pet June 12 Ord June 12 Re 


“ed Cuantes, Dalwood, Dorset, Farmer Exeter "Chameathen Pet June 10 ‘Ord June 10 





Pet June 1 Ord June 19 Rossars, D. 
Dion, Aspox, Tho Tho > Achurch, h, Northamptonshire, Pub- "putcher *Portmadoe ~ typ June ruptey bidge, 
lican — mn Pet May 2% Ord June 10 10 Ord June 10 Casery Saltertoa, Deven, 
Dovp, Be. Neath, Glam, Builder Neath Pet June 12 | Ronrwsox, Towas en. 8 wansea, Colliery Proprietor tye 
oo —— late of Bournemouth, Builder Poole | Sx . Sr At June 12 Ord June 12 Salisbury Pet PS) at int og za lane, « 
. . o ; ePraRD, SILA 
Pet May 20 Ord June 12 June 13 Ord June 13 : Tyee 


as +4 ~ Davin, Doviais, am, Printer Merthyr Tydfil | Squires, Jonw Heyer, 
bene FrRepeEricx — Sheffield, Tailor Sheffield a Broruers, 
Salop, Beerhouse Keeper Madeley | Taxt, ou 

pel rd, Licensed Victualler High | Hamturox, Apam, Woroester, Physician Worcester Pet | “Tostung Hoven | 
st, Consulting Engineer | Hayxes, Henry ern 


Newb Pet June 12 Ord June 12 ALL, 
_ Manufacturer | Hucues Tuvn. Britonferry, Glam, Labourer Neath | High Court ret Mh Ord June 
Pet a Waestmorsiaxp, 





Pet June 14 me 4 
une 
“4 19 Ord J 12 
une 
Norwich, Accountant Norwich 
Ord June 12 
Rurrss, 




















Labourer Stockton 
June 13 Ord 


June 13 
Aldbourne, Wilts, Grocer | ne. Brosd et 


{ es 


Wiuuan Hexe a Sane I tan, Nenth 
3 Chemist High Court Pet June 12 Ord 
une 


Ord June 12 N Pet June 13 Ord June 13 


Cheltenham Pet 
June 138 Ord June 13 


Ord Suse 19. beat my tap a 
Dealer Stafford Pet May Cuay, Wirtian Hexar, Penge, Surrey, Tobacconist Cros- 
Pet Jan 4 Ord Jan 17 


ge 
Derby, Saddler Derby Pet dns, Keo Bridge-road June 26 at 12 


Dealer Leeds Pet June 12 | Annis, Epwarp , Wiean, Kingston upon, Hol, Dalle’ 


Grocer Hull 
°° mang ate Meramec Puta at eee 
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Coutren, Samana DE LA Sedna Peas Maddox et 
June %7 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Cooxe, Harry Houtayp, Nottingham, late Licensed Vic- 
tua’ler June 23 at 12 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church 
walk, Nottiogham 

Crewopsox, Ricuarp, Salford, Baker June 26 at 3.30 Og- 
den’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Dawe, Tuomas, Newton Abbot, Devon, Baker June 28 at 
11 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Dawson, Joun Eowanrv, Heworth, York. Butcher June 26 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 

Eatox, Frepvericx, Melton Mowbray, Tinman June 26 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Frietcuer, Tuomas, Stretham, nr Ely, Coal Merchant 
July 5at 12 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Gomer, James, Folkestone, Confectioner June 23 at 9 
Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

Gorritt, Sarau Any, and Eowarp Goratit, Lancister, 
Boot Manufacturers June 26at3.30 Off Rec, Ogden’s 
ehmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Gov.tp, Tuomas, late of Bournemouth, Builder Jnne 23 at 
12.30 Off Rec, Salisbury 

Gairrix, Joux, & Sox, Mincing lane, Colonial Brokers 
June 23 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, C arey st 

Hauvert, James Avrraep, Wittram Cuartes Hawvert, 
and Mitrorp Hatvert, 8t Martin’s pl, Trafalgar sq, 
Bankers July 4at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Henrcocx, Daxiet, Nas-ington, Northamptonshire, Farmer 
July 7 at 12 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 

Howe ts, Joux, North Cornelly, Pyle, nr Bridgend, Glam, 
> enter June 24 at 11 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, 

‘a 


Layp, Epwarp, Quedgeley, Glos, Cattle Dealer June 24 
at4 Off Rec, 15, King st, Cloucester 

Lewis, Fraxx, Chalford, Glos, Coffee Tavern Keeper 
June 2iat3 Off Rec, 15, King st, Gloucester 








preeneey Yorks, Sones Bearborough Pet April 
13. Ord June 13 

Hucues, Davip, Briton Ferry, Glam, Labourer Neath 
Pet June 13 Ord June 13 : 

Irvine, R J, York st, Baker st, Doctor of Medicine High 
Court Pet April 26 Ord June9 

Jacossox, Sovomuoy, Torrington sq. Commercial T-aveller 
High Court Pet June8 Ord June 10 

Jouxsox, Tuomas, Romola rd, Herns hill, Gent Hizh 
Court Pet Dec9 Ord June 9 

Lamsert, Taomas, Burnley, Tobacconist Burnley Pet 
June 13 Ord June 13 

Lewis, Frank, Chalford, Glos, Coffee Tavern Keeper 
Gloucester Pet June 12 Ord June 13 

Lone, Joseru Eowarp, Dawes rd, Fulham, Uphbolsterer 
High Court Pet May 23 Ord June 10 

Nerrieton, Grorae Joux, Ramsgate, Tobacconist Can- 
terbury Pet May 22 Ord June 12 

PaLmer, James, Swansea, Coachbuilder Swansea Pet 
Junel Ord Junel 


Parker, Jesse, Northampton, Boot Manypfacturer Nor- 


thampton Pet April 15 Ord June 10 


Poxv, Caarves, Albany Court yd, Piccadilly Hizh Court 


Marks, Cuarves, Stafford, Boot Dealer July 13 at 10.39 | 


C H Wright, St Martin’s place, Stafford 

Mitrecnert, Jous Barres, Portland, Dorset, Jeweller 
June 23 at 12.30 Off Ree, Salisbury 

Moss, Hexenatt (jun). Stoke upon Trent, Brickmaker 
June 26 at 11.15 Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 

Murray, Axynxiz Aystey, Shoeburynes:, Essex, Pou'try 
Dealer June23at3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chambers, 
Temple avenue 

Pywewr, Witttam Henry, Derby, Saddler June 23 at 2.30 
Off Rec, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 


Pyzer, Samver, Hackney 1d, Clothier June 26 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Rees, Wattrr, Liangennech, Carmarthenshire, Grocer 


June 23 at 11.30 Off Rec, 11. Quay st, Carmarthen 
Ricues, Cuanrres, Gorleston, Suffolk, Baker June 2iat4 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


Pet April 25 Ord June 10 

Paice, James Janez, Chester, Draper Chester Pet May 
31 Ord June 13 

Pywett, Wittram Hexry, Derby, Saddler Derby Pet 
June 10 Ord June 12 

Race, Tom, Leeds, General Dealer Leeds Pet June 12 
Ord June 12 


| Rees, Watrer, Llangennech, Carmarthenshire, Grocer 


Carmarthen Pet June10 Ord June 10 

toperTSs, Davin, Bryntirion. Lianrwst, Denbighshire, 
Butcher Portmadoc and Blaenau Festini ” Pet June 
9 Ord June 10 

Rozinsoy, Taomas Rosser, Swansea, Colliery Proprietor 
Swansea Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

Rocers, Atrrep Ervyest, Darlington, Wire Worker 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet May 31 
Ord June 13 


| Samuvet, Lewis, Manchester, Farniture Dealer Manches- 


Samo, Witttas, Atey Green, Herts, Dealer June 27 at 11.15 | 


Court house, Luton 


ter Pet June7 Ord June 12 

Sneereatt, Gzorce, Heaton, Staffs, Farmer Macclesfield 
Pet May 4 Ord June6 

Srraxxs, Eryest, Manor Park, Essex, Hotel Keeper 
High Court Pet May 18 Ord June 10 

Saackietox, Arruve, Bradford, Stuff Manufacturer 
Bradford Pet May 20 Ord June 12 

Sueprarp, 811.48, Salisbury, [nnkeep-r Salisbury Pet June 
13 Ord June 13 

Squire, Jouy ~e= perneley, Hiy Dealer Barnsley Pet 
June 14 Ord J une 14 

Tatt, Luter, Heigham, Norwich, Accountant Norwich 
Pet June 12 Ord June 12 


| Taoupson, James, Wigan, Hot Water Enginesr Wigan 


Suerrarp, S1145, Sslisbury, Innkeeper Junc27at3 Off | 


Ree, Salisbury 

Sxixver, Acrrep Tuomas, Tunbridge Wells, Tailor June 
27 at 12.30 24, Railway approach, London Bridze 

Sxee, Jonx, Salford, Provision Dealer June 23 at 3 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Srexcer, Joux, Worthing, late Draper June 23 at 12 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Tar.or, Actox, Bridgnorth, Salop, Clothier June 21 
at11.30 Of R oe, Talbot chmbrs, Shrewsbury 

Terry, Eowanp, Pall Mall, Architect June 23 at 2.30 

kruptcy bldgs, Carey ‘st 

Tows, Joseru, Ovenden, nr Halifax, Journeyman Wheel- 
wright June23at11 Off Rec, Townhall chambers, 
Halifax 


Wartgrunovuse, Exi, Wellington, Salop, Grocer June 21 | 


at2 Off Rec, Talbot chmbrs, Shrewsbury 
Witurans, Jonx, Willenhall, Staffs, Coal Dealer June 23 
ati2 Off Rec, Wolverha ampton 


Cycle Manufacturer June 2at11 Of Rec, Wolver- 
ham 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Baitey, Janes. Swansea, Commercial Traveller Swansea 
Pet June 12 Ord June 12 
Baker, Wittram Hesey Geeewriecp, Wednesbury, Baker 
Walsell Pet May 2i Ord Junes 


Pet May 31 Orl June 13 

Tixs, Georoer, Bristol, Sheet Iron Manufacturer Bristol 
Pet April19 Ord une 12 

Tixkcer, Rovert Rurren, Darlington, Labourer Stockton 
on Tees and Middlesborough Pet June12 Ord June 13 

Towy, Josern, Ovenden, nr Halifax, Journeyman Wheel- 
wright Halifax Pet June 10 Ord June 12 

Twitt, James, Weston super Mare, Butcher Bridgwater 
Pet April17 Ord June 12 

Wartsos, Taomas Horsraty, Broad st House, Estate Agent 
High Court Pet Junei2 Ord June 12 

Wesrtuoretayp, WiittAm Henry, St Helen’s terrace, 
North Kensington, Chemist High Court Pet June 12 
Ord June 12 

Wittrams, Daviv Capivor, Aberavon, Draper Neath 
Pet June 13 Ord June 13 

Witrsams, Epwaro, Ho», nr Rochester, Brickfield Mana- 
ger Rochester Pet May 15 Ord June 13 


| Wict1ams. Roger, Cheltenham, Tailor Cheltenham Pet 
Woovwagp, Witiiam, Heath Town, Wednesfield, Staffs, 


Bracsvex, Cuarres, Leadenhall st, Consulting Engineer 


High Court Pet June13 Ord June 13 

Bower, Bexsauix, Oldbury, Wores, Haulier West Brom- 
wich P-t June12 Ord June 12 

Beamatt, Witttam, Oldham, Newsagent Oldham Pet 
June? Ord June 9 


sington, Widow High Court Pet Feb 13. Ord 


Crasx, Joxatuax, Wednesbury, Hosier Walsall P:t 
May 5 Ord June 12 

Craze, Hexey Evaxs, Chester, Ironmonger Chester Pet 

une7 Ord June 14 
Cooxe, Haney Howtasp, Nottingham, late Licensed Vic- 
tualler Nottingham Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

Carwosox, Ricnann, Salford, Baker Salford Pet June 
12 Ord June 12 

Curtis, Joseru, Ilkley, Yorks, Cabinet Maker Leeds 
PetJane3 Ord June 14 


“Dawe, Tuoxas, Newton Abbot, Devon, Baker Exeter 


Pet June 14 Ord June 14 

Dawsox, Joux Eowann, Heworth, York, Butcher York 
Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

Dovp, Davi», Neath, Glam, Builder Neath Pet June 12 
Ord June 12 

Fiercure, Tuouss, Stretham, nr Ely, Coal Merchant 
Cambridge Pet June14 Ord May 17 

Foustrx, Joux Exwoov, Etham, Kent, Doctor Canterbury 
Pet April 6 Ord June 12 

Garexpoau, Moxtscur, Fenchurch st, Tailor High Court 
Pet May 16 (Ord June 10 


June13 Ord June 13 
Wotrexpes, Caanctes Hersert, Bolton, Stockbroker Bol- 
ton Pet May19 Ord June 10 
The following amended notica is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of Jan 27 :— 
Cray, Wittiam Hewsry, Penge, Surrey, Tobaczonist Croy- 
don Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 20 


London Gazetle—Tvuesvay, June 2). 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Avausox,,Josern Joux, Handsworth, Staffs, Carriage 
Builder Birmingham Pet June17 Ord June 17 


| Averix, Samug, Georce Quixnett, South Norwood, 
Campers, Many Ricey, Albert place, Victoria rd, Ken- | 


Surrey, Banker’s Clerk Croydon Pet June 16 Ord 
June 16 

Bacox, Wattace, West End, Street, Somerset, Hawker 
Wells Pet June17 Ord June 17 


| Bacwatt, Jonw Tuomas, Burton on Trent, Boot Maker 


Barton on Trent Pet June 6 Ord June 15 


| Beay, Josern, Hastings, Licensed Victualler Hastings 


Guirrirus, Barn, Dowlais, Glam, Printer Merthyr Tydfil | 


June 13 Ord June 13 
Gaoves, Farorricxn Hexey, Sheffield, Tailor Sheffield 
Pet June 12 Ord June 12 
Hamut0s, Anau, Worcester, Physician Worcester Pet 
Junei2 Ord June 12 
Hagaisoxs, Tuomas Mirxex, and Haxwan Hannssox, 


Pet June8 Ord June 17 

Biaxp, Joux, Knaresborough, Yorks, Whee:wright York 
Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

Burst, Jousx, Kidderminster, Grocer Kidderminster Pet 
June 16 Ord June 16 

3nacuer, W J, Eastleigh, Hants, Oil Merchant Southamp- 
ton Pet June 1 Ord June 15 

Beapviey, Eowarp, sbaien, Publican Birmingham 
Pet June 17 Ord June 17 

3uapy, Hewny, Leicester, Milk Dealer Leicester Pet 
June2 Ord June 15 

But, Ricuarv, Carlule, Grocer Carlisle Pet June 17 
Ord June 17 

3cnpes, Sreruex, Grangetown, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff 
Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

Casupens, Exos, RB Northamptonshire, Innkeep 

Northampton Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

Crank, Jos nouas, Hanley, Builder Hanley Pet May 16 
Ord June 16 

Cranke, Geonce, and Davin Evans Jouw, Swansea, 
Painters Swansea Pet June16 Ord June 16 

Carrs, Witsam, Wrotham, Kent, Farmer, Tunbridge 
Wells PetJune17 Ord June 17 

Davis, Josuru, Sparkbrook, Birmingham, Baker's Assist- 
ant Birmingham Pet June 16 Ord June 16 














aise Baxuvew, Weelsby, Grimsby, Btonemason Gt 
Grimsby Pet June 17 rd June 1 

Dorey, Witiram Prerry, Stamford, Printer Peterborough 
Pet June6 Ord June 16 

Doric, Henry, Grays, Essex, Butcher Rochester Pet 
May 15 Ord June 15 

Eaves, Ricaarp Eyres, St Paul st, Islington, Ivory Turner 
High Court Pet June16 Ord June 16 

Everett, Henry Wit.tam, Oxford st, Tobacconist High 
Court Pet May 31 Ord June 16 

Feravusson, Rosert, Leeds, Draper’s Traveller Leeds 
Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

Fie.pixe, Caartes Epwarp, Nelson, Lancs, Potato Mer- 
chant Burnley Pet June17 Ord June 17 

Gayt, Artuur Joux, Brighton, Solicitor Brighton Pet 
June3 Ord June 15 

Goopatt, Irvine Jouy, Cleeve Hill, nr Cheltenham, Farmer 
Cheltenham Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

Hewirr, T H, St Swithin’s lane, Insurance Unier writer at 
Liloyd’s High Court PetMayi Ord June 16 

Hucues, H Seymour, Eccleston sq High Court Pet May 
27 Ord June 16 

Hvucues, Tuomas, Dowlais, Glam, Carpenter Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet June16 Ori June 16 

Husa, Jous, Cambridge, Tailor Cambridge Pet Jung 16 
Ord June 16 

Humenrey, Ropert, Gt Ayton, Yorks, Tailor Stockton on 
Tees and Middlesborough Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

Hust, Epwarp, York, Accountant York Pet June 17 Ord 
June 17 

Hype, Wittiam, Market Stainton, Sénes, Solicitor Great 
Grimsby Pet June1t Ord Junel 

Jackson, Evizapera, Mary Any Kson, and A ice 
Jackson, Leeds, Temperance Hotel Keepers Leeds 
Pet June 15 Ord June 15 , 

James, Jous, Pontycymmer, Glam, Bakor Cardiff Put 
June15 Ord June 15 ; 

Kiestine, Avsert, Liverpool, Plumber Liverpool Pet 
Juae 16 O7d June 16 

Kixo, James Epwarp, and Atrrep Kixo, High Holborn, 
Tailors High Court Pet June17 Ord June 17 


Kyow es, Heyry, Chesterfiel1, Devteetien, Builder Ches- 
terfield Pet June 15 Ord June i 

Lamparp, Cuarves, Southwick st, Star st, Paddington, 
Licensed Victualler High C yurt Pet June 16 Ord 
June 16 

Leocerr, Tuomas Georar, Gorleston, Norfolk, Carpenter 
Greit Yarmouth Pet June 17 Ord June 1 

Lyru, Acrrep, Burslem, Staffs, Clothier Barsiom Pet 
June 14 Ord June 14 ¥ 

Newman, Jostan, Leominster. Ierefordshire, Groc2r Leo- 
minster PetJune8 Ord June 15 

Nicsaovas, Joun Samvec. 4 ery | Jeweller Northamp- 
ton Pet Junel4 Ord June 1 

Penney, Wares —— Antill % Page Green, Totten- 
ham, Licensed Victualler’s Manager Eimonton Pet 
June 17 Ord June 17 

Perat, Avrrev, Clapham, Surrey Wandsworth Pet May 
29 Ord June 15 

Poncate.ui, Guctietmo, Charterhouse st, Provision Mer- 
chant High Court Pet June17 Ord June 17 

Powe.tt, Dyrric, Garnvach, Nantyglo, Mon, Grocer 
Tredegar Pet June 16 Ord June 15 

Price, Witt1am James, Cirencester, Glos, Fly Proprietor 
Swindon PetJune16 Ord June 16 

Satr, Exizanern, John st, Edgware rd, Widow High 
Court Pet May 13 Ord June 15 

Simnonps, Stepuen Georce, Landport, Carpenter Ports- 
mouth Pet June15 Ord June 15 

Srexce, Tuomas, Newcastle on Tyne, Temperance = 
Proprietor Newcastle on T;ne Pet June 17 
June 17 

Tayior, Cuances Ernest, Coldershaw rd, Ealing Dean 
Stationer Brentford Pet June 14 Ord June 14 

Texsaxt, Wittiam Joun, Doddinghurst, Essex, Grocer 
Chelmsford Pet June 14 Ord June 14 

Tuomas, Eowarp, Woolwich, Writer in the Royal Arsenal 
Greanwich Pet June13 Ord June 13 

Toorr, Tarovore Cuarces, Knaresborough, Yorks, 
Veterinary Surgeon York Pet June15 Ord June 15 

Tortoyx, Josern, Nottingham, late Joiner Nottingham 
Pet June 17 Ord June 17 i 

Wanpie. Frepericx, Grantham, Dairyman Nottingham 
Pet JuneS Ord June 16 

Warkixs, Wittram, Earlswood, Werettatiice, Innkeeper 
Birmingham Pet June5 Ord June1 

Warsox, Louis, Liverpool, late Licensed Victualler Liver- 
pool PetJune15 Ord June 15 

Wuitr, Hewry, —— Butcher Pontypridd Pet 
June 16 Ord June l 

Whitixe, James, ede on Tees, Yorks, 

terer Stockton on Te-s and Miduhstbonagh 

Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

Witvrams, Maurice, Chancery lane, Teacher of Chemistry 
High Court Pet June 15 Ord June 15 


Wituasms, Watter Jouy, Newport, Mon, Baker New- 


port, Mon Pet Junelé Or June 16 

Witsos, Bexsamin, Armley, Leeds, Milk Dealer Leeds 
Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

Woov, Witisam, Thirsk, Yorks, Plumber Northallerton 
Pet June 14 Ord June 14 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bacxratt, Joun Tuomas, Burton on Trent, Boot Maker 
June 29 at 2.80 Midland Hotel, Station et, Burton on 
Trent 

Baumer, Ancuger, Anerley, Surrey, Insurance Surv 
June 29 at 11.30 24, Railway approach, London B: 

Brann, Joux, Knaresborough, Yorks, Wheelwright June 
27 at 123) Off Rec, 24, Stonegate, York 

Buack, Rosert, Liverpool, late Grocer June 28 at3 Off 
Ree, 35, Victoria , Liver 001 

Baar, 'Hewny, Leicester, Milk Seller June2sat3 Off 

Ree, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Buawaut, WIiiian, Oldham, News Agent June 28 at 3 

tec, Bank chmbrs, Queen st, Oldham 

Bonnin, yrs Hvou Bua, and Eowanp Srexcet, 

Liverpool, Oleo Manufacturers July4at2 Off 
35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
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Cross, Jonw Herseat, Didsbury Mercantile Clerk 
— 27 at 11.30 Off Rec, County ch , Market place, 
Cu ae oan Iikley, Yorks, Cabinetmaker June 28 at 


ff Rec, 22, Park row, ‘Leeds 

es tie CHARLES, Dalwood, Dorset, Farmer July 7 at 
10.30 Off Ree, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Dopp, Davin, Neath, Glam, Builder June 28 at 12 Off 
Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Dor — Henry, a Essex, Butcher June 29 at 11.30 

Rec, Rochester 

, ms te Aubert, late High st, uteey, Ban er 
Nurse June 27 at 12 Bankruptey bldgs, Care 

Eowarps, Sipvey, 8t John’s, Sevenoaks, Butcher "fs 28 
at3 24, Railway a re, London Brid 

Ganpyer, Henry. Chi rton, Lanes, Joiner June 27 at 
11 Off Rec, Bank pong Queen st, Oldham 

Grirritus, Davin, Dowlais, Glam, Printer June 28 at 12 
Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Guy, Josepn, Madeley, Salop, Beerhouse Keeper July 12 
at 1.30 County Court € ice, Madeley 

Harcrow, Cuarves Rosxert, Southport, Furniture Dealer 
June 28 at 2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Hopasox, James, Middlesborough, Grocer June 28 at 3 
Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Houurpay, Wittiam Henry, ttersea, Surrey, former] 
Corn Chandler June 28 at 11.30 24, Railway approac 
London Bridge 

Horxixs, Witutam, Ystrad Rhondda, Glam, Outfitter 
June 27 at 12 Off Ree, Merthyr Ty afil 

Hous. Joun, Log oe Tailor July 5 at 12.15 Off Rec, 

5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Hu xT, Epwarp, York, Accountant June 30 at 12.15 Off 
Ree, 28, Stonegate, York 

Jones, Anne, and Evizaseru Jones, 8t Leonard’s on Sea, 
Boarding house Keepers June 27 at 12.30 Young & | 
Son, Bank bldgs, Hastings 

Kiyo, James Epwarp, and Atrrep Kino, La Holborr, 
Tailors June 27 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Oey 4 

Marniort, Caartes Epwarp, 8t Leonard's on Sea, School- 
master June 27 at 2 Young & Son, Bank bidgs, 
Hastings 

Moses, ALExanpeR, Reading, Outfitter June28at 3 Off | 

, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Parker, Jesse, Northampton, Boot ae reer ey June 
28at 12.30 County Court bldgs, Northam: 

Pritcuett, Wituiam, Aston, Birmingham, Brewer | 
June 28 at 11 23, Colmore row, Birmingha 


m 
Samvue.s, Sam, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer June 28 at 11 


of Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Sanps, Henry Witwiiam, Croydon, Surrey, Carman June | 
27 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 


Simmoxns, Stertesx GrorcE, dport, Ci ter July 4 
at 3 4 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Ports- | 
mouth 


Suitn, Josern WittiaAm, Watford, Herts, Grocer June 27 | 
at 3 Off Rec, 95, Templechmbrs, Temple avenue 

Srocker, ALEXANDER Ricumonp, —e st June 29 at 
2.30 meng, te herp Care 

Tuomas, Joun, Clydach Vale, Tons 
June 27 at 3. Off Rec, Merthyr 

Toorr, THropore CHARLES, Knaresborough. Yorks, 
Veterinary turgeon June 29 at 12.30 Off Rec, 28, 
Stonegate, York 

Tunxsvct, Wittiam, Newcastle on Tyne, Stationer June 
28at 11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Neweastle on Tyne 

Warox, Ernest Gronce (Separate Estate), Birmingham, 
Undertaker June 30 at 11 23, Colmore row, Birming- 
ham 

Watrox, Groner, and Erxest Grorce Wattoy, Smeth- 
wick, Staffe, Builders June 30 at 11 23, Colmore 
row, Birmingham 

Watton, Georce (Separate Estate), Smethwick, Under- | 
taker June 30atl1l1_ 23, ¢ ‘elmore row. Birmingham 


i her Glam, Grocer 


Wess, Henny Tuomas, Marlow rd, Anerley, Commission 


Agent June 29at12 Bankruptcy bid ay st 

WestmoreLanp, WitiiaAm Hewry, 8+ Helen's 
North Kensington, Chemis: June 28 at 2 30 Sante | 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

WitiiaMs, Rocer, Cheltenham, Tailor July 1 at 4.15 County | 
Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Wictrams, Tom Hewrv, Bristol, Outfitter June 27 at 12 
Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 


Worssam, Samuet Witwtam, Idol lane, Civil Baginoer | 


June 28at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- | 
lished in the London Gazette of June 16 :— 
Skinner, Atrazp Tuomas, Tunbridge Wells, Tailor June 

27 at 12.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Avsriy, Samvuet Groroe Quixye.t, South Norwood, Sur- 
rey, Binker’s Clerk Croydon Pet June15 Ord June 
16 
Ayiurr, Jonny Evays Feexe, Bishopsgate st High Court | 
Pet Mar 4 Ord June 16 





Bacoys, Watiace, W Street, Somerset, Hawker | Tuomas, aay | Woolwich, Writer in the bod ek : 
B Well ion te im gy et Trent, Boot Maker | T: Lav. stoner Tuvrro, Cleeve Hill, nr Chelten- 
AGNALL, Joux THoma on HOMAS, ALL 
2 Burton on Trea: 7 Pet June 6 Seog . me Hee Stable Proprietor Cheltenham Pet Dee 
LACK, Roserr, rocer verpoo! 
May 12 Ord June 17 Tuomrsoy, faenaa, Pei Apes) Onfduseit 
Biaxp, Jous, Knaresborough, Yorks, Wheelwright York High Court Ord June 17 
Pet June i4 Ord June Toors, THropors owt il heneny = 
Buest, Joos, Wablsanintien, Grocer Kidderminster Pet Vi Surgeon York ates 
June1é Ord June 16 Tvuss, Bexsautx, Warborough, Oxon, 
Butt, Ricuarp, Carlisle, Grocer Carlisle Pet June 17 Pet June5 | June 12 . 
Ord June 17 Tverox, ae, ~ late Joiner Nottingham 
B , Sr , Cardiff, G Cardiff une 
eet ane 16. Gaile ang: Warsox, Lours, Li late Licensed Victualler Liver- 


Pet June 15 Ord June 15 
Watsoy, Ls Eckington, Worcs, Brewer Worcester 
Ww a J. - Thaeshe T Yorks, {Horse 
atrine, James, on Tees, i 
Deller Taunton Pet Pay ng! Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough 


Cuameers, Enos, Raunds, Northam: i 

Northam Pet June 16 Ord June 16 
Crarxe, Grorce, & Danity Evans neg Swansea, Painters 
Swansea June 16 “ June 1 


Crarke, Witi1am, Taunton, B 
June3 Ord June Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

Dexytna, “Cuaaan i Dorset, Farmer Exeter Warrant, Zoe Oldham "Pet ay 2° Pag a 
Pet May 31 Ord June 1 by 5 BP une 





Dee Samvet, Woelsby, yr y Stonemason Gt Vee a pet ey Sy Ord. June 15 


imsby Pet June 17 Ord June 17 
Eaves, Ricuano Evans, St Paul's st, Islington, Ivory Wiusom,, Bexsautx, Armley, Leeds, Milk Dealer Leeds 


urner rt Pet a 16 Ord June 16 
Fercvusson, wt Leeds, Draper’s Traveller bts ee ee Plumber Northallerton 


Pet June 16 June 16 
| Fixer, Tuomas Owen, Bermondsey Wall, Wharfinger | Wones Gunes, Pet May§ "Ord June 10 Doner 
High Court Pet May 23 Ord June 16 Doctor of | | Woopwarp, WILLIAM, Heath Town, Wednesfield, (Staffs, 
mam, Cycle Manufacturer Wolverhampton 


| Gronacs, Poapeas, Chi Pet June 3 
Goopa.L, Irvixe Joun, Cleeve Hill, aie Ord June 16 
Cheltenham 





pping Norton, O: 
xford Pet May 29 Ord June7 
Pet June 15 Ord June 15 fae orem 


a= gy oy ry Wimbledon, Surrey, Physician | SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


May 20 Ord June 16 
Hucnes, Tuomas, Dowlais, Glam, Carpenter Merthyr | June 26.—Messrs. Baker & Soxs, in a Marquee on the 
Tydfil see advertisement, June 3, p. - 


y Pet June 16 Ord June i6 Estate, Building Plots 
Huma, Joux, Cambridge, Tailor Cambridge Pet June 16 | | June 27.—Messrs. P ney & Box, at the part | E.C., 


Ord June 16 
er a Reoees Great Ayton, Yorks, Tailor Stockton tng june 17, p. 571). 
on Tees and Middlesbo lesborough Pet June 15 Ord June 15 2 ir capping 
| ExizapetnH, Mary Ayn Jacxsoy, and Atice o’clock, Freehold and Leasehoid Investments (see adver- 
‘emperance Hotel Keepers Pet June | _ tisement, June 17, p. 571). 


| Jacksox, ane 
| yume $7.—Mesre. Derven & Co., at the Mart, E.C., at 2 











15 Ord June 15 
| Samus, Jouy, vane, Glam, Bake: Card ff Pet |“ o'clock, Freehold Residential Estates (see 


June15 Ord June | June 3, p. 6). 
| Raa, yi Liverpool, Plumber Liverpool Pet | | June 27.— cates, Trist, & Giuserr, at the 
dune 16 Ord June 1 | Mart, E.C., ots odeck, In vestments (see advertisement, 


Ksow vet Hewsry, 


d, } mn ~ aaa Builder Ches- 
cent, Chere Ord J June 8, P. 


LY sapere Soxs, int Discs (ees 


June 23. 
Simmer? Cuartes, Southwick 4 "Btar st, Paddington, 7 dnck, ‘Prochold 
Licensed Vietualler Court Pet June 16 Ord | pe gH —— 
une eesrs. 
| Leg, Sanvet, parma, Wool Merchant Dewsbury Pet | | June 28.—M at ——, Garza, Gon, & Oasent, ob the 
April 28 Ord May 20 ‘Butate, also Frechold and part Copyhold Estate 
| Leocerr, Tuomas Grorax, Gorleston, —y \ eeteeaser ‘ee ndvertoeméat June 3, p. 1). 
Great Yarmouth Pet June 17 Ord June @ 28.—Messrs. Epwix Fox & Bovsrieup, at the Mart, 
| Lewis, WituiaM, jun, Cattistock, Dorset, Romer Dor- “ELC., at 2 o'clock, Freehold and Ground Rents 
chester Pet April 2i Ord June 17 i June 3, p. 5). 
en og pare Sil ti or T ster, North- 





Timber Merchant "Northampton Pet Tipe clock Prechald: Hosldential Property peng t 
‘April 7 Ord June 1 ment, June 3, p.7 


Sageset Wituiam EDws arp, Liverpool, Cotton Salesman | June 29. a & Soxs, in a Marquee on the 
erpool | 
| 
| 
| 


Pet June 12 Ord June 16 Estate, ‘Freehold Building Land (see advertisement, June 


Mason, 2 Tomas Henry, and Wa.rer James Meace 


3, p. 6). 
iff, Cycle Agents Cardiff Pet Juns 10 Jens alien, Beavet, Woon, & Co., at the Mart, 
June 14 E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Estate (see advertisement, 


M Hensuatt, jun, Trent Vale, Stoke on Trent, Brick | 


er Stoke on Trent Pet Junel Ord June 16 June 17, 


June 29. Stones om Bosom, Woop, 





Parratt, James, Farnham, Surrey, Builder Guildford and E.C., at 2 o’elock , Freehold a < Nay Be dn ne 
iP Warnes Basses, Anil oe cen r Totter- | June ® g5). : 
enne¥, Wacrer Bares, Anti yreen, n- Yad " 
hams, Licensed Victuclier’s Manager A ton Hema | =o. Mat EC, Poeesapeee, Exus, Crarx, & Co., at 
June 17 Grd June 17 Seeetie (see advertisement, June 3, p. 3). 
| Powett, Dyrric, Garnvach, Nantyglo, Mon, Grocer | June 30.—Messrs. Euiis & Sox, ot the Mart, EC., at 2 
Tred June 14 Ord June 16 o'clock, Leasehold Residence ( vertisement, this 


egar | 
| Pyzer, Samvet, Hackney rd, Clothier High Court Pet me p. 592). 
May 26 Ord June 16 June 30.—Messrs. Norrox, Tast, & Grunert, at the 
| Boegas wre = Coachbuilder Bristol mel Mart, E.C., Frechold Investment (see advertisement, 
une une 1 
| Sanps, Henry J nated Gorin, Surrey, Carman Croy- | June 3, p. 7). 
don PetJune3 Ord June j 
Sayrorp, Hewry. oa Kent, Builder Croydon Pet 
April 10 Ord June 
| Simmoxvs, Sreruey » fil Landport, Carpenter Ports- 
mouth Pet May 30 Ord June 15 
| Saree, baer New Broad st, Accountant High Court 
y 








| All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitor’ Journal” must be authenticated 
23 Ord June 16 


by the name of the writer, 
Srexce, Taomas, Newcastle on Tyne, Tem Hotel 
eg t Newoastle on Tyne Pet June 17 Ord | | Where dificulty is experienced in procuring the 
| Srexcan, , Worthing, late Draper Brighton Pet | Journal with regularity, it is requested that 


June 6 Ord June 16 | 
| Brocka, Atexanper Ricumexp, Aldersgate st High li —* le direct to the Publish 


Court Pet April29 Ord June 16 








WAUKENPHAST, 


60, 





WAT 
37, King 


Haymarket, 8.W. 


HAYMARKET, LONDON, S8.W. 


Gentlemen’s Shooting and Tour Boots. 
Ladies Glace Kid Boots and Shoes, all the latest styles. 
Riding Boots of every kind, all Hand Sewn. 





EEN PHA ST, I.td., 
William Street, London Bridge, E.C. 453, Oxford Street, W. 
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THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 











STAMFORD HILL. 
Attractive semi-detached held of the Ecclesi- 


Residence, 
astical’ Commissioners for a term, having 83} years to 


run. With 

esses. Eccis & SON are directed to 
of JUNE, at TWO i-detach 

RESID. une-road, 

situate between Stoke Newington -hill Sta- 


of cua of Gn acer’ from Mi 
eroan-rent £12 per annum 

and conditions of sale may be had of 
ane & Calley, No. 9, Austinfriars, 
E.C.; at the Mart; or of Messrs. Ellis & Son, Auctioneers 
and Estate Agents, 45, Fenchurch-street, E.C. 


LEITH HILL, OCKLEY, WOTTON, and ey 
The most lovely residential nei hbourhood in Surrey.— 
Freehold Estates, with fine building sites and 
beautifully timbered. In the immediate vicinity of 
Leith-hi!l and Ockley. 
ESSRS. KING & CHASEMORE have 
received instructions to SELL by AUCTION, at the 
MART, house-yard, London, E.C., ok MONDAY, 
JULY 3rd, at TWO o'clock in the aftern all those 
valuable and exceedingly desirable °PREEHOLD 
ESTATES, known as Ruckman’s and Boswell’s, charmingly 
situated on very high ground, at Oakwood-hill, in the im- 
mediate vicinity of Leith-hill, Wotton, and Ockley, com- 
extensive and beautiful views, and admirably 
as follows :— a F. 
timbered, with ex- 





ll 230 
2% 0 2 


and agri- 
d undulating meadow, 


tn Farm. Well-timbered meadow, 
, with fine building sites, 
and very extensive main road frontages 


In the ae < of Newdigate. 
ie- 5.—Hailsbridge Farm, farmhouse, 
usual buildings, and vat gaan 
arable, and woodland ? 200 337 
The above are free of land tax 
oe ean, eal conditions of sale may be obtained 
F. T. (ton, Solicitor, 14, New-inn, Strand 
London, W.C.; and of & Chasemore, Land 
Timber Surveyors, Horsham, Sussex. 


ESSRS. ROBT. W. MANN & SON, 
SURVEYORS, VALUEBRS, 
AUCTIONEERS, HOUSE AND ESTATE AGENTS, 


Rost. W. Maxx, F.8.1., Tuomas R. Raxsomu, F.8.1. 
J. Bacsuaw Mays, F.8S.L., W. H. Mays), 


3, a Yee Eaton-square, 8.W., and 
32, Lowndes-street, Belgrave-square, 8.W. 


ESSRS. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, Park- 





and £5) respectively (all in first-rate order), to be Sold for 
£5,200, or would be divided.—A z to Messrs. Woops & 
Ssutsise, 19 and 19 aad 2 2), Walbrook, E.C 
|, REEHOLD SHOP PROPERTY. —Two 
old-established Shops in well-known thoroughfare, 
8 rs offering secure Investment for 
trust 19 and 20, Walbrook, BC Woops 
« Sse11156, | 19 and 20, Walbrook, 
1[°O be be SOLD, a Bargain, an extra well- 
semi-detached Villa, with good garden, at the 
very low price of £600 cost mene to to build). Similar house 


prensa dog “Apply to Scxveror, 2, Telford- 
avenue, Strest 


EVERSIONS. the Rev Mortgage 
jo age or make Reversion | Roveedios 


Trust Purchase 
and Life Interests at 4) per cent. per annum. Reversions 
7 enemy mand sane A on is drt can be per annum. 
Securities of this case SS Coeenee 


ins tow afew eins - 
yy — 24, 


pani MONEYS.—To Solicitors, Trustees, 


OLICITORS and Others will find excel- 
lent Office to be Let in Saf reed “re mers wy Chan- 
her Majesty’s Patent 

Inessenger boxes 


eagle, coe the Las ra 4-4 


—Apply ee 8 Orrice, 6, Chencery-lane. 





MANCHESTER CORPORATION 1891 


REDEEMABLE STOCK. 


Interest at £3 per cent. per annum, payable half- 
yearly 1st February and 1st August, at the Bank 
land. 


of Englan 


THIRD ISSUE—£1,500,000 STOCK. 


Avruonizep sy Acts 54 & 55 Vic. ch. clxexxi. 
and 56 Vic. ch. xix. 


Minimum Price “ Tesue, £98 per Cent. 


First Dividend, Six Months’ Interest, 
— Ist vaseaiin 1894. 


Trustees are authorized by & the Trust Investment Act, Bm to 
Invest in this Stock unless a by the 
instrument creating the Trust. 


Tus Governor AND Ses or THE Bank or Exouanp 
ive notice of 
hester, 


£1,500,000 Mason 
} mang od ay = pops Bye cama, pay 
TOCK, cen 
able Vt at the Bank of Pa Eee or ane ¢ ar oe 
country branches. 
The Stock will be redeemable at oe or after the Ist 
August, 1941 ob Se come Se Ccxpersticn, ee 
's notice by public advertisement, should the Stock not 
ve been previousl —— by pee It will be in 
addition to, and pene ae the Manchester 
Corporation 1891 Todsomathe 
The Acts of Parliament under which the Corporation 
ay the money id aden for the oe by them of a 


Fund for the debt. 
ithe Bock is chargeable on the City Fund and City 


Bette City Rate is unlimited in amount and is assessed for 
the current year upon a net annual value of £5,007 Ate 
The actual amount collected for each penny of rate levied 


Rate for the current year for 
School Board and Poor La' 


i und. 
e other Townshi; 
lower, ona in others higher 
The loan debt of 
1893, was as follows, viz. : 
Profit- }-ianing Des dateets, Tram 
Gas, Waterworks, Markets, were 


£11,716,284 14 7 


As the interest and i ae more than covered by het 
profit-earning departments are than covered 
enues, the onl my ey pm ling upon the Rate 
qn account of the leon Gabe re 
its, the debt in coe" 


connection with the non- 
- | iter more than one one years rateable valu 
The lands and Pema aap nn 7 


land laid to streets, bigs or works of peg 
sewering) are of the of of £1 
Sodecting all liabilities, tat a 
surplus 0 over the total 1a loan oeicilities of £2,947,570, or a 
abouts 
The Books of the Stock are kept at the Bank cf England. 
panen chk comens aeial, Goumbadiacte iitcme, sk 
with coupons a 
the same rate of charge as exists at present in the case of 


Stock. 
Detieal emmets WE be teamaiiied by pet if de- 
— = Transfers and Stock Certificates to bearer are 

ree from 








The half-year’s interest, calculated on 
canveuh of the Shack, Will be payaiie on the ist Feb 
1804. 
Scrip Certificates to bearer will be issued in cxshangollll 


the 
Stock will be inscribed in the Bank Books on or 
after the Sth of November, 1993, but Borip paid up in fell, 
as NS oer ederes the printed 
singed” eee the Chiet Cashier's Ofice, 
© darabanistrety London, EC. ot of the Oley 
Tromarer’ T . 


_ Base or retary : eng 2ist June, 1893. 


‘UARDIAN FIRE AND LIFE ASSUR | 
ANCE COMPANY, LIMITED. 
bard-strect, London, E.c. 
Fleet-street, E.C. 


Courts 
Established 1821. Subscribed Capital, Tyo ‘Millions. 
py one Lakg, 
Deruty-Cuarmman—J. J 
Fire Policies which expire at MIDSUM 
Mont BE the Com: mpany, vor jt heal 
on or before the 8th day of J Applications for 
Agencies invited. 
Manager of Fire Department—A. J. Revo. 


REVERSIONS. 
BIT aw BOY Rae en. INTEREST] 
SOCIETY 





24, LINCOLN’S INN INN ace Ww.c. 


Cuainman—Epwarp James Bevin, Esq., Q.C. 
Deruty-Cuarnman—Joun Cuzrx, Esq., QC. 


REVEBSIONS and Life Interests Purchased. Im- 
mediate and Sell seeiies qual ts 
Reversionary and 
LOANS may also be o'! ined on the soourity of Reveal 


sions. 
Prospectuses and Forms of me and all further ime - 

formation, may be had at the office 
Cc. B. ‘CLABON, Secretary. 4 


S UJ N INSURANCE OFFICE,7 
Founded 1710. 
a oe Ray i 
Y LANE, W.C., 


(FIRE) 7 wv, COUSINS, 
_ SUM INSURED in 1892, £391,800,000. 


THE EQUITABLE FIRE AND ACCIDENT 
OFFICE, LIMITED. 
MANCHESTER, LONDON, GLASGOW. 


ai . £406,545. 
Awynvat Incomz (1801) over . £140,000. 
Secuniry To Ivsuzep, over £460,000. 


AGENCY. — Gentlemen who can introduce SOUNDS 
BUSINESS invited to apply for Agency. 

a FEATURE in Accident Depertment OMe | 
PREMIUM returned EVERY FIFTH AR to those= 
who have made no claim. 


__D. RB. PATERSON, Manager and Secretary. 


“THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOclETY 
LIMITED 
(EsTaBLisHeD 1828), 


Purchase Roieey Interests in Real and 
Property, and Life Interests, and Lafe 

Advance Money upon these Securities. —17, King’s An 
yard, Coleman-street, E.( E.C, 


LAND REGISTRY. 


O* and After Monday, June 5, the 
Registry Office will be at 34, Lincoln’ sit n~fi 
Guo. Apnorr, Clerk. 


EDE AND SON, E 


ROBE Ab® MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, dg Whol ft 
Judiaal Bench, Corporation of 


{ London, &c. 








CAPITAL 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


ae Bape gente on, A GOWNS. 
w a) Gowns for Re Town 
Clerks, and Olerks of toe renee’ 3 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, © 





Town 


Fownss 


On, 





